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Abstract 
This study analysed how urban planning policy reflects the principles of social justice in relation 
to decision-making processes and the provision of sewerage infrastructure in Jakarta, 
Indonesia. It highlights the need to consider the role or capacity of planning in ensuring social 
justice, particularly in cities in the Global South, where urban planning approaches have been 
unable to address the complexity of Southern realities. This has resulted in growing problems 
of poverty and inequality. 
The social justice approach in planning has an important role to play in facilitating equality, 
particularly through the inclusion of the poor in decision-making processes and providing 
opportunities for them to have adequate access to services and infrastructure. Social justice 
incorporates the fair distribution of benefit and burden and institutional decision-making 
processes within which ‘benefit’ and ‘burden’ are allocated. This thesis addressed the main 
research question of How does urban planning policy reflect the principles of social justice in 
relation to decision-making processes and the provision of sewerage infrastructure in Jakarta, 
Indonesia?  
First, using the concept of Need as an indicator of distributional justice, this study assessed the 
distribution of community sewerage projects (Sanimas IDB/Sanitasi Berbasis Masyarakat 
Islamic Development Bank or the Islamic Development Bank Community Based Sanitation 
project) against the normative criteria used by the government. Second, the concepts of 
Inclusion and Enablement were used as indicators of institutional justice and were applied to 
investigate how the broader social structure and institutional context (i.e. rules, relations and 
decision-making processes related to power and procedures) affected the outcome. The 
provision of Sanimas IDB in Jakarta consists of four stages: preparation; planning; 
implementation; and operation and maintenance. This study focused on the preparation stage, 
particularly, on the neglected ‘selection process’. The application of social justice values in the 
local context of sanitation infrastructure provision provides a robust provides a robust 
mechanism to analyse the selection process, especially in situations where power relations 
between actors play a significant role. 
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Using a qualitative methodology, the data collection involved document analysis, interviews, 
and observations. In addition to the scientific literature and institutional documents and reports, 
the Indonesian government’s documents related to Sanimas (in general) and Sanimas IDB 
were analysed also. Three categories of interviewees were established and relevant people 
were interviewed. The reliability of this study is based on triangulation of the results from these 
methods to establish validity and credibility. This study analysed regulations, policy documents, 
project reports, and previous studies to identify the selection criteria that underpinned the 
location of the sewerage infrastructure sites in Jakarta and included stakeholder interviews to 
assess the contextual application of the criteria. Furthermore, by utilising critical theory on social 
justice, this study analysed the context of the making and implementation of planning policy. 
The application of a social justice lens is relevant in the context of increasing inequality in urban 
areas (i.e. urbanisation of poverty) and was used in this thesis to assess the effectiveness 
planning policy related to the provision of sewerage infrastructure in Jakarta. 
The findings of this study have demonstrated that despite the Indonesian government’s 
recognition of selected distributive and institutional values of justice within the normative 
policies, those values are disregarded in the actual application when facing internal and 
external complexities (overlapping/limited authority, staff incompetence, personal and 
economic interests - stepping stone and rent-seeking - and elite control/capture). Questions 
about the sustainability of the Sanimas IDB project, and more importantly the effort to create 
fairness in the society by active participation of the community will be constrained. This research 
has contributed to the advancement use of distributive and institutional dimensions of social 
justice in planning. In an empirical sense, this thesis helps to close the gap that has existed in 
the application of the values of social justice (i.e. Need, Inclusion and Enablement) in the pre-
implementation of community-based development projects.   
iii 
 
Declaration by author 
This thesis is composed of my original work, and contains no material previously published or 
written by another person except where due reference has been made in the text. I have clearly 
stated the contribution by others to jointly-authored works that I have included in my thesis. 
I have clearly stated the contribution of others to my thesis as a whole, including statistical 
assistance, survey design, data analysis, significant technical procedures, professional editorial 
advice, financial support and any other original research work used or reported in my thesis. 
The content of my thesis is the result of work I have carried out since the commencement of 
my higher degree by research candidature and does not include a substantial part of work that 
has been submitted to qualify for the award of any other degree or diploma in any university or 
other tertiary institution. I have clearly stated which parts of my thesis, if any, have been 
submitted to qualify for another award. 
I acknowledge that an electronic copy of my thesis must be lodged with the University Library 
and, subject to the policy and procedures of The University of Queensland, the thesis be made 
available for research and study in accordance with the Copyright Act 1968 unless a period of 
embargo has been approved by the Dean of the Graduate School.  
I acknowledge that copyright of all material contained in my thesis resides with the copyright 
holder(s) of that material. Where appropriate I have obtained copyright permission from the 
copyright holder to reproduce material in this thesis and have sought permission from co-
authors for any jointly authored works included in the thesis. 
 
iv 
 
Publications included in this thesis 
No publications included.  
Submitted manuscripts included in this thesis 
No manuscripts submitted for publication.  
Other publications during candidature 
No other publications.  
Contributions by others to the thesis  
In producing this thesis, I have gained substantial inputs from my supervisors Dr. Sonia Roitman 
and Associate Professor Ann Peterson. They both guided me in conceptualizing, designing, 
executing and examining the research data for the research project. 
I received editorial support from Associate Professor Ann Peterson and Mike JC Smith. 
Statement of parts of the thesis submitted to qualify for the award of another degree 
No works submitted towards another degree have been included in this thesis.  
Research Involving Human or Animal Subjects  
All research involving human or animal subjects requires prior ethical review and approval by 
an independent review committee. Dr. Iderlina Mateo-Babiano, the Ethics Officer, (former) 
School of Geography, Planning, and Environmental Management reviewed and approved the 
proposal (GPEM number 20161104) for this research.  
A copy of the ethics approval is included in the appendix. 
v 
 
Acknowledgements 
Firstly, I would like to express my gratitude to God Almighty and His blessing in completing this 
thesis. 
I would like to thank the following people who have helped in this study at various stages. Their 
support is greatly appreciated and acknowledged. 
My supervisors, Dr Sonia Roitman and Associate Professor Ann Peterson, for their assistance, 
encouragement, and valuable advice. 
Sonia was very helpful in assisting me in exploring and focusing on ideas, including those 
related to the topic of this thesis, namely social justice. 
In addition to helping me narrow down ideas Ann taught me how to write in a structured and 
logical way. Correct use of grammar, idioms, and concise ways of expressing ideas in this 
thesis would not have been possible without Ann’s help. 
I would also like to acknowledge the interviewees who were selected to provide data for the 
research and for agreeing to be interviewed—both from the population and the government. 
Professor Bambang, former chief of the Indonesian Institute of Sciences (LIPI), as well as 
Professor Aswatini, former deputy of the Social Sciences and Humanity (IPSK-LIPI) for the 
opportunity to advance my studies into the doctoral degree. 
Dr Herry Yogaswara, head of the Population Research Centre (PPK-LIPI), and Haning 
Romdiati M.A. (Former head of the Population Research Centre) for promptly providing 
administrative support. 
My friends at RISET-Pro in Brisbane, for many constructive discussions in the past few years. 
Doddy and Dwi for their help in making the maps. Wahyu for helping me in the fieldwork. My 
friend, Bertho from The University of Indonesia, who with his exceptional connections helped 
me to get through the bureaucracy of Jakarta. 
Lastly, I would like to express my deepest gratitude to my wife Lidya for her love and constant 
support, as well as my children, Kinan, Kira and Hakki. This study would not have been possible 
without them. 
 
  
vi 
 
Financial support 
This thesis has been supported by the Research and Innovation in Science and Technology 
Project (RISET-Pro) from the Indonesian Ministry of Research, Technology and Higher 
Education. Additional support funding was received from Lembaga Pengembangan Pendidikan 
Nusa Tenggara Barat and UQ Graduate School. The School of Earth and Environmental 
Sciences/Geography, Planning and Environmental Management (UQ) provided support 
funding for fieldwork in Jakarta, Indonesia.  
 
Keywords 
Social justice, planning policy, urban infrastructure, sanitation, community sewerage, sanimas 
idb 
 
  
vii 
 
Australian and New Zealand Standard Research Classifications (ANZSRC) 
 
ANZSRC  code: 160514: Urban Policy (40%)  
ANZSRC  code: 120501 Community Planning (30%) 
ANZSRC  code: 120507 Urban Analysis and Development (30%) 
 
 
Fields of Research (FoR) Classification 
FoR code: 1205: Urban and Regional Planning (40%) 
FoR code: 1604: Human Geography (30%) 
FoR code: 1605: Policy and Administration (30%) 
 
  
viii 
 
 
Table of Contents 
 
Abstract ........................................................................................................................................... i 
Acknowledgements ......................................................................................................................... v 
Table of Contents ......................................................................................................................... viii 
List of Figures ................................................................................................................................ xii 
List of Tables ................................................................................................................................ xiii 
List of Abbreviations .................................................................................................................... xiv 
List of Appendices ......................................................................................................................... xv 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................ 1 
1.1. Background .................................................................................................................................. 1 
1.2. Problem statement ...................................................................................................................... 3 
1.3. Research question and objectives ................................................................................................. 5 
1.4. Research methods and analysis .................................................................................................... 7 
1.5. Significance of research ................................................................................................................ 8 
1.6. Thesis structure ......................................................................................................................... 10 
CHAPTER 2: PLANNING AND SOCIAL JUSTICE: A LITERATURE REVIEW ............................................. 13 
2.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 13 
2.2. Modern planning history and social justice ................................................................................. 14 
2.2.1. Planning as technical vs. social approaches ................................................................................ 14 
2.2.2. Marcuse’s approaches to planning history ................................................................................. 15 
2.2.3. Planning and the globalisation of inequality ............................................................................... 18 
2.2.4. Social justice planning ................................................................................................................. 20 
2.3. Social justice: distributive and institutional dimensions .............................................................. 20 
2.4. Power: structural and institutional context ................................................................................. 26 
2.5. Social justice and urban infrastructure ........................................................................................ 29 
ix 
 
2.6. Resource allocation .................................................................................................................... 34 
2.7. Values of social justice ............................................................................................................... 38 
2.7.1. Need ............................................................................................................................................ 39 
2.7.2. Inclusion and enablement ........................................................................................................... 41 
2.8. Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 42 
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................ 47 
3.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 47 
3.2. Research question and objectives ............................................................................................... 48 
3.3. Justification of research methods ............................................................................................... 48 
3.3.1. Qualitative research design ......................................................................................................... 48 
3.3.2. Case study .................................................................................................................................... 51 
3.3.3. Jakarta as a study location .......................................................................................................... 53 
3.3.4. Data collection techniques .......................................................................................................... 53 
3.3.5. Interview guide ............................................................................................................................ 56 
3.3.6. Interviewees ................................................................................................................................ 57 
3.4. Flow of the research ................................................................................................................... 59 
3.4.1. Objective 1 ................................................................................................................................... 62 
3.4.2. Objective 2 ................................................................................................................................... 62 
3.4.3. Objective 3 ................................................................................................................................... 63 
3.4.4. Objective 4 ................................................................................................................................... 67 
3.5. Limitations of the research ......................................................................................................... 68 
3.6. Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 70 
CHAPTER 4. JAKARTA ‘S SANITATION ............................................................................................. 73 
4.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 73 
4.2. General description .................................................................................................................... 74 
4.2.1. The Jakarta Megacity ................................................................................................................... 74 
4.2.2. DKI Jakarta Province .................................................................................................................... 76 
4.3. Sanitation provision in Jakarta.................................................................................................... 81 
4.4. Governance arrangement ........................................................................................................... 87 
4.5. Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 95 
x 
 
CHAPTER 5. THE SANIMAS IDB ....................................................................................................... 97 
5.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 97 
5.2. Nature and goal ......................................................................................................................... 99 
5.3. Implementation stages of Sanimas IDB ..................................................................................... 103 
5.4. The Sanimas IDB institutional arrangements in DKI Jakarta ....................................................... 105 
5.5. Local organisation .................................................................................................................... 107 
5.6. Approaches for Sanimas IDB implementation and attaining social justice .................................. 108 
5.7. Sanimas IDB selection procedure .............................................................................................. 113 
5.8. Current result in DKI Jakarta ..................................................................................................... 113 
5.9. Sanimas IDB Case studies ......................................................................................................... 116 
5.9.1. Kelurahan A ............................................................................................................................... 116 
5.9.2. Kelurahan B ............................................................................................................................... 118 
5.9.3. Kelurahan C ............................................................................................................................... 119 
5.9.4. Kelurahan D ............................................................................................................................... 121 
5.10. Conclusion ............................................................................................................................... 122 
CHAPTER 6. VALUE OF NEED AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE SANIMAS IDB PROJECTS IN DKI 
JAKARTA ..................................................................................................................................... 125 
6.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................. 125 
6.2. Distribution of scarce resources ................................................................................................ 127 
6.3. Values of Need in the distribution of Sanimas IDB ..................................................................... 129 
6.4. Need for community sewerage: defined by the government for the community ........................ 138 
6.5. Conclusion ............................................................................................................................... 144 
CHAPTER 7: INSTITUTIONS, STRUCTURE, AND PROCESS ON THE PROVISION OF SANIMAS IDB IN DKI 
JAKARTA INDONESIA ................................................................................................................... 149 
7.1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................. 149 
7.2. Selection process ..................................................................................................................... 151 
7.2.1. Top-down selection ................................................................................................................... 152 
7.2.2. Bottom-up selection process..................................................................................................... 159 
7.3. Empirical selection processes based on case studies.................................................................. 165 
7.4. Evaluation of the selection process based on values of Inclusion and Enablement ..................... 168 
xi 
 
7.5. Political processes: existing structures and actors ..................................................................... 176 
7.6. Conclusion ............................................................................................................................... 183 
CHAPTER 8. CONCLUSION ............................................................................................................ 187 
Bibliography ................................................................................................................................ 193 
Appendices ................................................................................................................................. 211 
 
 
 
  
xii 
 
List of Figures  
Figure 3. 1. Flow of data analysis (after field research) .................................................................................................... 61 
Figure 3. 2. Distribution of Sanimas IDB beneficiaries locations and the selected case study locations ........................... 66 
Figure 4. 1. Map of Jabodetabek ...................................................................................................................................... 75 
Figure 4. 3. DKI Jakarta population growth, 1961 - 2018 .................................................................................................. 79 
Figure 4. 2. DKI Jakarta province and the surrounding areas, Indonesia .......................................................................... 78 
Figure 4. 4. Percentage sewerage system use, by type, in Jakarta ................................................................................... 82 
Figure 4. 5. The existing and planned centralised wastewater network in Jakarta ........................................................... 85 
Figure 4. 6. Sanitation governance in Indonesia............................................................................................................... 91 
Figure 5. 1. Location of Sanimas IDB projects at the provincial level, Indonesia ............................................................ 100 
Figure 5. 2. Implementing organisations involved in the Sanimas IDB project ............................................................... 102 
Figure 5. 3. Preparation, Selection, Construction, and Operational and Maintenance Processes of Sanimas IDB .......... 105 
Table 5. 2. Institutions (and actors) involved in the Sanimas IDB project in DKI Jakarta ................................................ 108 
Figure 5. 4. Main principles of Sanimas IDB ................................................................................................................... 111 
Figure 5. 5. Selected beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB 2015 – 2018 in DKI Jakarta and degree of risk at kelurahan level ..... 115 
Figure 6. 1. Distribution of kelurahan based on degree of risk in DKI Jakarta ................................................................ 136 
Figure 7. 1. MoPWH decree of Sanimas IDB locations .................................................................................................... 156 
Figure 7. 2. Regional Secretary Decree on selected community group ........................................................................... 157 
Figure 7. 3. Selection process at Kelurahan Level for Sanimas IDB ................................................................................. 159 
Figure 7. 4 Flow of the selotif method and the formation of KSM .................................................................................. 160 
Figure 7. 5. Institutions involved in the selection process .............................................................................................. 179 
 
 
  
xiii 
 
List of Tables 
Table 2. 1. Main concerns of technicist, social reform and social justice planning approaches ........................................ 16 
Table 3. 1. Research framework ...................................................................................................................................... 49 
Table 3. 2. Social justice indicators and main question for interviewees.......................................................................... 57 
Table 3. 3. Interviewees’ category and institution ........................................................................................................... 58 
Table 4.1. Area and division of regional administration by municipality/administrative district in 2010 ......................... 77 
Table 4. 2. DKI Jakarta population density, 2018 ............................................................................................................. 79 
Table 4. 3. Master Plans for Wastewater Management in DKI Jakarta ............................................................................. 84 
Table 4. 4. Governance arrangements (1971 – 1998 era to 1998 to present era) and implications for wastewater 
management .......................................................................................................................................................... 88 
Table 4. 5. Role of government in wastewater management ........................................................................................... 90 
Table 4.6. Support provided by the central government to local government ................................................................. 90 
Table 4. 7. Role and responsibilities of each level of government in the provision of sewerage infrastructure ................ 92 
Table 4. 8. Institutional map of the sanitation sector in Jakarta ...................................................................................... 94 
Table 5. 1. Various Sanimas projects................................................................................................................................ 98 
Table 6. 1. Category sanitation, degree of sanitation risk and Need .............................................................................. 132 
Table 6. 2. Indicators used to identify sanitation risk ..................................................................................................... 133 
Table 6. 3. Number and percentage of kelurahans in DKI Jakarta and sanitation risk category ...................................... 135 
Table 6. 4. Kelurahan Need category and selected beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB (2015 – 2018) ..................................... 137 
Table 6. 5. Sanimas IDB beneficiaries based on year of selection and its corresponding Need (2015 – 2018) ................ 137 
Table 7. 1.  Selection criteria and procedure for Sanimas IDB at Province, City, and Kelurahan level based on different 
technical guidelines .............................................................................................................................................. 155 
Table 7. 2. Variables and indicators for community group selection in the selotif process ............................................ 162 
Table 7. 3. Value of Justice in the normative, perceptive and actual selection process .................................................. 169 
Table 7. 4. Institutions and actors at local level selection process ................................................................................. 180 
  
xiv 
 
List of Abbreviations 
APBD Anggaran Pendapatan dan Belanja 
Daerah 
Regional Budget and Expenditure  
Bappenas Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan 
Nasional 
National Development Planning 
Agency 
BKM/LKM Badan Keswadayaan 
Masyarakat/Lembaga 
Keswadayaan Masyarakat 
Community self-reliance 
agency/Community self-reliance 
institution 
CLTS 
 
Community-led Total Sanitation 
CPMU 
 
Central Project Management Unit 
CSIAP 
 
Community Sanitation Improvement 
Action Plan  
DAK Dana Alokasi Khusus 
 
DED 
 
Detail Enginering Design 
DKI Daerah Khusus Ibukota Capital City Special Region 
DPIU 
 
District Project Implementation Unit 
IDR 
 
Indonesian Rupiah 
KOTAKU Kota tanpa kumuh The city without slum project 
PD PAL Jaya Perusahaan Daerah Pengelolaan 
Air Limbah DKI Jakarta 
Municipal Wastewater Management 
Company of DKI Jakarta 
PLPBM Penyehatan Lingkungan 
Permukiman Berbasis Masyarakat 
Community Based Settlement 
Sanitation Work Unit 
PNPM Program National Pemberdayaan 
Masyarakat 
National Program for Community 
Empowerment 
Pokja AMPL Kelompok kerja Air Minum dan 
Penyehatan Lingkungan 
The National Water and Sanitation 
working group 
Pokjasan Kelompok kerja Sanitasi Sanitation Working Group 
PPAPP Pemberdayaan Perempuan, Anak, 
dan Pengendalian Penduduk 
Community and Women's 
Empowerment and Family Planning 
PPIU 
 
Provincial Project Implementation 
Unit 
RAB Rencana Anggaran Biaya Budget Plan 
RKM Rencana Kegiatan Mansyarakat Community Work Plan 
Sanimas Sanitasi berbasis masyarakat Community based sanitation 
Sanimas IDB Sanitasi berbasis masyarakat - 
Islamic Development Bank 
Community based sanitation - Islamic 
Development Bank 
 
  
xv 
 
List of Appendices 
 
Appendix 1: Ethics approval letter ............................................................................................... 212 
Appendix 2: Participation information sheet................................................................................ 213 
Appendix 3: Participant consent form .......................................................................................... 215 
Appendix 4: Verbal consent ......................................................................................................... 217 
Appendix 5:  Interview guide (Indonesia) ..................................................................................... 219 
 
 
  
xvi 
 
 
1 
 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Background 
In the Global South, within the context of rapid urbanisation, economic liberalization, lack of 
government resources and capacity, the urbanisation of poverty and the domination of 
informality, there is rising concern about social justice (Connolly & Steil, 2009; Fainstein, 2017; 
Roy, 2005, 2009a; Uitermark & Nicholls, 2017), particularly whether cities can accommodate 
diversity and provide equal opportunities for everyone (Habitat International Coalition, 2010). 
From an institutional perspective, most governments in the Global South focus on core regions, 
with such regions frequently gaining advantageous infrastructure and access, ‘resulting in the 
persistence of spatial inequality’ (Wei, 2017, p. 5). Several authors (Hudalah & Firman, 2012; 
Kim, Hong, & Ha, 2003; Li & Wan, 2015; Liu, Dai, & Derudder, 2017; Yenneti, Wei, & Chen, 
2017) cite these linkages between unequal distribution of infrastructure and services and 
subsequent spatial inequality. Not surprisingly, the Global Sustainable Development Report 
(United Nations, 2016)  identifies infrastructure, inequality and resilience as the interlinked 
nexus of its agenda.  
Inequality in the provision of infrastructure and services in the Global South is exemplified in 
Indonesia, where this inequality is evident in almost all sectors. However, striking differences 
persist in relation to housing, road, water and sanitation sectors. For example, while most 
Indonesian households can access improved drinking water and sanitation, there are pervasive 
inequalities between and within provinces (Afifah et al. (2018), and between informal 
settlements (kampungs1) and formal housing estates (P. Putri & Moulaert, 2017) (refer Chapter 
4). Kampungs are characterised by insufficient, expensive and intermittent water supply from a 
variety of sources and poor sewage collection services, while the formal housing estates ‘are 
equipped with small-scale collective water infrastructures utilizing advanced technology’ (P. 
 
1 Kampungs are a type of settlement commonly associated with Indonesian rural areas, but they are also 
associated with unstructured, unorganized, and informal settlements in urban areas (Mulyasari, Sihombing, & 
Isnaeni, 2017). Kampungs refer not only to a physical structure, but also to forms of community, social relationship 
and conflict (Shirleyana, Hawken, & Sunindijo, 2018; Sihombing, 2005; Sullivan, 1986). 
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Putri & Moulaert, 2017, p. 932). This ‘uneven geographical distribution of basic sanitation 
services [is continually] (re)produced’ in Indonesia (P. Putri & Moulaert, 2017, p. 932). Shatkin 
(2007) identified three manifestations of inequality inherent in the development of global cities: 
social inequality (i.e. the polarisation between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have nots’); uneven 
development (i.e. social polarisation embedded in city spatial form, termed ‘splintering 
urbanism’ (Graham & Marvin, 2001)); and political inequality (i.e. favouring growth-oriented 
policies over the interests of neighbourhoods). 
This theme highlights the need to consider the role or capacity of planning in ensuring social 
justice, particularly in cities in the Global South. Most of these cities have adopted diverse 
planning strategies ranging from blue-print planning to more strategic planning approaches 
(Mosha, 1995; Newman & Thornley, 2011; Parnell & Oldfield, 2014). However, these urban 
planning approaches have been ‘less than adequate in addressing issues in the cities of the 
Global South’ (Watson, 2009b, p. 2260), and this has resulted in growing problems of poverty 
and inequality.   
Two key factors related to planning have contributed to these outcomes: 1. The continuation of 
the principles and practices of planning inherited from the colonial era (Bissell, 2011; Leaf, 
1993; Yeoh, 1996); and/or 2. The adoption of planning concepts from the Global North that fail 
to ‘suit particular local political and ideological ends’ (Watson, 2009b, p. 2260). In relation to 
the first, planning in some cities can be traced to colonial periods, where typically dual planning 
was practiced. This frequently resulted in the principles and practice of planning from the 
colonising country being applied within the colonised areas, while the Indigenous areas 
remained unplanned (Bissell, 2011; Leaf, 1993; Yeoh, 1996). In relation to the second, there 
are growing concerns about the adoption of planning approaches developed within a Northern 
context, without consideration of the local context of the Global South. In particular, this has 
resulted in the failure to effectively consider pro-poor and inclusive development planning 
principles (De Satgé & Watson, 2018; Watson, 2009b, 2012; Yiftachel, 2006).  
There is strong support for planners to better understand the multiple perspectives of the Global 
South and to challenge how planning can address inequality (De Satgé & Watson, 2018; 
Watson, 2009a, 2009b, 2012). The Global South is ‘characterized by “stubborn realities” of both 
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a material and discursive nature’ (Watson, 2012, p. 2). This implies, first, that the Global South 
is ‘patchy, [and] sometimes contradictory and … prone to generalization’ (Watson, 2012, p. 2); 
and second, that planning theory needs to acknowledge and incorporate the sometimes diverse 
and contradictory issues that face cities of the Global South (Watson, 2012; Yiftachel, 2006). 
This calls for the inclusion of social justice principles in planning, and the development of an 
approach that is ‘pro-poor and inclusive, and that places the creation of livelihoods at the centre 
of planning efforts’ (Watson, 2009b, p. 2260). 
Debates over how social justice should guide planning have developed into two distinctive lines 
of reasoning: 1. Distributive justice; and 2. Institutional justice (Cardoso & Breda‐Vazquez, 
2007; Corubolo, 1998; D. Harvey, 2010; Sheild; Visser, 2001; Young, 1990). Distributive justice 
is concerned mainly with using universal values of justice as a benchmark for determining fair 
conditions (Allingham, 2014; Iveson, Fincher, & Gleeson, 2018; Jasso, Törnblom, & Sabbagh, 
2016; Olsaretti, 2018). Institutional justice expresses ‘the post-structuralist need for 
emancipation and inclusion of the poor, marginalised and oppressed in governance structures’ 
(Visser, 2001, p. 1675) and the need to consider both place and time in planning decisions 
(Cardoso & Breda-Vázquez, 2009; Visser, 2001). Both distributive and institutional justice 
frameworks are important to guide planning practice, particularly in cities of the South (Basu & 
Bazaz, 2018; Sotomayor & Daniere, 2017; Visser, 2001). These themes are further explored in 
the next section.  
Distributive justice in this thesis is approached using values of Need while institutional justice 
is approached using values of Inclusion and Enablement (further discussion on those values of 
justice is developed in Chapter 2). Discussion on how values of Need, Inclusion, and 
Enablement calculated are developed in Chapter 6 and 7.  
1.2. Problem statement 
Planning has an important role to play in facilitating equality, particularly through the inclusion 
of the poor in decision-making processes (Friedmann, 2005; Winayanti & Lang, 2004) and 
providing opportunities for the poor to live in cities with adequate access to services and 
infrastructure  (Home, 2012; Kenna, 2014; Winayanti & Lang, 2004). Social justice incorporates 
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the fair distribution of ‘benefit’ and ‘burden’ (Harvey, 1973) and institutional decision-making 
processes within which ‘benefit’ and ‘burden’ are allocated, as further elaborated in Chapter 2. 
Therefore, Young (1990) differentiated two dimensions of social justice: distributive and 
institutional.  
First, the distributional dimension of social justice, in connection to the provision of basic 
infrastructure and services, can relate to differences between rural and urban areas, between 
the urban centre and periphery, and between formal and informal areas within the city (Coutard, 
2002; Duflo, Galiani, & Mobarak, 2012; Moss, 2008). Distributional issues in social justice are 
important in the sense that the development process can be unfair, for example, when certain 
areas of the city do not receive the same treatment in terms of the provision of infrastructure. 
Spatial differences in the allocation of basic infrastructure and services in urban poor areas2 
indicates the importance of the distributional dimension of social justice (Roy, 2005, 2009a, 
2009b; Roy & Ong, 2011; Sampaio, 2003; Watson, 2009a, 2009b, 2012).  
Second, the institutional dimension of social justice stresses that the existing social and political 
structures can perpetuate the domination of one group and the repression of other groups 
(Shatkin, 2007; Simone & Rao, 2012; Watson, 2009a). Roy (2009b) shows that the planning 
process, and in particular zoning policy in India, has been used by the wealthy and politically 
powerful to protect their interests in land by declaring some urban areas as illegal and others 
as legal for certain uses.  
In Jakarta, Indonesia, which has a vast area and a very large population, the development of 
sanitation infrastructure and services has been very slow, and less well developed than other 
basic infrastructure (Aswicahyono & Friawan, 2008; Boholm & Löfstedt, 2004; Chong, 
Abeysuriya, Hidayat, Sulistio, & Willetts, 2016; Winters, Karim, & Martawardaya, 2014). Limited 
resources have been allocated to facilitate effective sanitation infrastructure decision-making 
 
2 The development of equity and advocacy planning is a response to the devastating effects of the modernist-
comprehensive planning that dislocated the poor through the urban renewal programs and the absence of social 
services and infrastructure in poor urban areas (Davidoff, 1965; Krumholz, 1982 cited in Sampaio, 2003). 
Furthermore, Sampaio (2003) stated that most planning instruments such as zoning, development control and 
urban redevelopment programs are used to promote economic growth rather than equity.  
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(Chong et al., 2016; Kerstens, Spiller, Leusbrock, & Zeeman, 2016; Winters et al., 2014). A 
careful analysis of how resources for sanitation infrastructure are allocated and what processes 
underpin this allocation decision-making are needed (J. Fisher, 2005; Garbarino, Holland, 
Brook, Caplan, & Shankland, 2011; Gutierrez, 2007; Harris, Allen, Waller, & Brooke, 2017; 
Syme, Porter, Goeft, & Kington, 2008). In this regard, Jakarta, as implied by its official name, 
The Capital City Special Region of Jakarta (Daerah Khusus Ibukota/DKI), is an important case 
study for this research.  
The problem this research addresses is:  
There is spatial inequity in the provision of sanitation infrastructure and services 
in cities such as Jakarta, Indonesia, and planning governance systems, 
processes and policies seem to be contributing to this inequality.  
1.3. Research question and objectives 
Based on the above research problem, the question that this research addresses is: 
How does urban planning policy reflect the principles of social justice in 
relation to decision-making processes and the provision of sewerage 
infrastructure in Jakarta, Indonesia?  
The specific objectives of this research are to: 
1. Critically analyse the distributional and institutional dimensions of social justice and their 
relationship to planning, with a focus on sanitation infrastructure within the Indonesian 
context.  
Inequality of access to sanitation infrastructure and services is experienced by many 
people in Indonesian cities. Planning has a role to play in infrastructure provision and 
should be underpinned by principles of social justice to ensure greater equity (Brenner, 
Marcuse, & Mayer, 2012; Cardoso & Breda‐Vazquez, 2007; Carmon & Fainstein, 2013; 
Fainstein, 2009, 2017; Fischer, 2009; D. Harvey, 2002, 2010; Marcuse, 2009a, 2009b; 
Marcuse & Kempen, 2000). To address the issue of social justice in relation to sewage 
infrastructure provision, both distributional and institutional justice approaches are used 
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to analyse the Indonesian governance system related to the fair distribution of sanitation 
projects and the institutional decision-making processes underpinning this.  
2. Analyse infrastructure-planning governance and evaluate the extent to which social 
justice is evident in the delivery of sanitation projects in Jakarta, Indonesia. 
Infrastructure-planning governance, in terms of structure and the relationships in and 
between institutions and actors, provides the context to analyse power and decision-
making processes related to the provision of sanitation infrastructure in Jakarta (Brown 
& Lloyd-Jones, 2002; Coutard & Rutherford, 2015; Derrible, 2017; Graham, 2000; 
Graham & Marvin, 2001; Kooy & Bakker, 2008; Marcuse & Van Kempen, 2002). The 
social justice values evident in the delivery of sanitation projects in Jakarta will be 
identified and evaluated.  
3. Evaluate the distribution of sanitation projects at the kelurahan (sub-district) level in 
Jakarta, Indonesia based on the social justice value of Need. 
The state of sanitation at the kelurahan (sub-district) level in Jakarta varies, dependent 
on how this information is reported by the official statistical reporting services. The value 
of Need will be used to evaluate the distribution of sanitation projects in Jakarta. Need, 
as represented by the Jakarta government, is based on the kelurahan’s state of 
sanitation.  
4. To analyse the political process in Jakarta, Indonesia in terms of power relations in the 
provision of sanitation infrastructure based on the values of Inclusion and Enablement. 
Planning, in terms of policy-making and implementation in Jakarta, is complex, with 
overlapping structures and processes. The development of sanitation programs involves 
various institutions at the national, provincial, city, district and kelurahan levels and 
includes community and neighbourhood associations. This governance structure is 
analysed to better understand the power relations and subsequent decision-making 
related to the provision of sanitation infrastructure. In particular, the analysis of power 
relations will focus on how the values of Inclusion and Enablement are incorporated into 
the delivery of sanitation programs in Jakarta.  
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5. To develop and justify policy recommendations to enhance a socially just planning policy 
in Jakarta, Indonesia. 
Several recommendations will be identified to underpin a more socially just approach to 
sanitation infrastructure provision in Jakarta. 
1.4. Research methods and analysis 
The research applies a case study approach to sewerage infrastructure provision in Jakarta, 
Indonesia. This case offers significant insight as Jakarta is a capital city that is large in size, 
with diverse communities and sewerage infrastructure provision and complex governance and 
administrative arrangements, providing a policy- and planning-rich context for analysis. Data 
collection techniques involved document analysis, interviews and observations. The reliability 
of this study is based on triangulation of the results from these methods to establish validity and 
credibility (Creswell & Miller, 2000; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Denzin, 2012; Denzin & Lincoln, 
2018; Hammarberg, Kirkman, & De Lacey, 2016; Nowell, Norris, White, & Moules, 2017). There 
are four types of triangulation method available, that of triangulation of methods, sources, and 
theories as well as measures (Linda Heath, 2015 p. 639). In this thesis two types of triangulation 
i.e. method and data triangulation are employed. 
Content analysis of a range of documents (e.g. government documents, project reports, and 
material from stakeholders’ meetings) was undertaken (G. A. Bowen, 2009; Elo et al., 2014; 
Krippendorff, 2004; O'Leary, 2017; Weber, 1990). This enabled the identification of themes that 
were: 1. Categorised and used for further analysis; and 2. Used as the basis of the  interview 
guides (G. A. Bowen, 2009; Krippendorff, 2004; O'Leary, 2017; Weber, 1990). 
Qualitative research methods were employed to analyse the decision-making processes used 
to select the beneficiaries of sanitation projects in Jakarta and to analyse the links between 
planning and social justice outcomes. Diverse stakeholders (i.e. government officials, 
academics, non-government organisations [NGOs] and local communities) were interviewed, 
using semi-structured interview techniques, to enable the issue of sanitation infrastructure 
provision to be explored to ‘identify variables that cannot be easily measured, or hear silenced 
voices’ (Creswell & Poth, 2018, pp. 203-204). 
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Observations were conducted at the community level not only to gain direct access to the 
physical environment, but also to understand the ‘meaningful experiences, thoughts, feelings, 
and activities’ (Jorgensen, 2015, p. 1) of local communities. This involved passive participation 
(DeWalt & DeWalt, 2011; Jorgensen, 2015; Spradley, 2016), where ‘the researcher is present 
at some human scene but not otherwise engaged directly with people or their activities’ 
(Jorgensen, 2015, p. 2). 
1.5. Significance of research 
This research is novel as it examines sanitation infrastructure provision not from an engineering 
or environmental perspective, but through a planning and social justice lens. Policy at several 
administrative levels (in particular that of the kelurahan) and sectors (e.g. planning and 
development) are analysed collectively, with a focus on Jakarta, Indonesia. 
This research contributes to the discipline of planning, which has evolved to become an 
accepted field of theory. The persistence of widely documented problems in the provision of 
sanitation infrastructure that challenge sustainability is attributable partly to planning and 
governance process that fail to effectively integrate social justice values in decision-making 
(Beall, Crankshaw, & Parnell, 2014; Lukasiewicz & Baldwin, 2017; McFarlane & Silver, 2017; 
Meerow & Newell, 2016). 
Critical planning studies have stressed the importance of the dynamics of time and space 
(Albrechts, 2015; Fyfe, 1992; Healey, 2000; Kwan, 2013) and of power relations in analysing 
the discourse and implementation of planning (Ahonen, Tienari, Meriläinen, & Pullen, 2014; 
DuBois, 1991; Van Assche, Duineveld, & Beunen, 2014; Yeoh, 1996). Planning and related 
decision-making processes must be capable of contextualising planning within diverse urban 
contexts, particularly those of the Global South (De Satgé & Watson, 2018; Miraftab, 2009; 
Porter et al., 2011; Roy, 2009a, 2009b; Roy & Ong, 2011; Watson, 2009a, 2009b, 2012). There 
are important differences in urbanisation between the Global South and Global North in relation 
to the pattern, size, and pace of urbanisation (Cohen, 2006; Puga, 1998); levels of urban 
poverty (Koonings & Kruijt, 2007; Kruijt & Koonings, 2009; Mehta, 2000; Piel, 1997; Porter et 
al., 2011; Ravallion, 2002; Ravallion, Chen, & Sangraula, 2007a, 2007b; Ravallion & Mundial, 
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1991); extent of informality (Kruijt & Koonings, 2009; La Porta & Shleifer, 2014; Porter et al., 
2011; Roy, 2009a; Simone & Rao, 2012); and availability of resources and capacity at various 
levels of government (Horton, 2002; Rakodi, 2001). Questions continue to be raised about the 
effectiveness of planning, as a generally accepted theory and practice, in addressing these 
issues, particularly in relation to sanitation infrastructure provision in cities of the Global South 
(Roy, 2009; Roy & Ong, 2011; Watson, 2009a, 2009b). 
To foster long-term sustainability, decision-making processes must be capable of ensuring not 
only the provision of infrastructure, but also fair and equitable outcomes for communities. 
Context is important in relation to the use of social justice as the lens to critically analyse 
whether planning can contribute to more just urban lives. Most countries in the Global South 
have accommodated planning policy in their urban management systems but problems such 
as poverty, segregation and environmental degradation remain dominant issues (Allen, Da 
Silva, & Corubolo, 1999; Balbo, 1993; De Satgé & Watson, 2018; Jacobi, Kjellen, McGranahan, 
Songsore, & Surjadi, 2010; Sotomayor, 2015; Sotomayor & Daniere, 2017). One manifestation 
of those problems, particularly in Jakarta, is the imbalance in the provision of sanitation 
infrastructure, which places some areas of the city and their populations at risk, especially risk 
associated with poor environmental conditions in the absence of basic services and 
infrastructure, as well as marginalisation and disconnection, operationalized through lack of 
infrastructure (Ali, 2002; Andrew, 2011; Bajar & Rajeev, 2015; Coutard & Rutherford, 2015; 
Graham, 2000; Graham & Marvin, 2001; Kooy & Bakker, 2008; Rodgers & O’neill, 2012; D. 
Young, Wood, & Keil, 2011). 
This research provides a case to analyse the factors that determine the distribution of sewerage 
systems (projects) and how institutional structures and processes affect this distribution at the 
village (kelurahan) level. This research is different as it uses a planning policy public policy 
perspective to address both the distributional and institutional dimensions of social justice within 
planning processes from policy making to implementation. Processes that exclude social justice 
values, ultimately exclude some stakeholders, often the poor, resulting in potential lack of policy 
acceptance and accountability. 
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1.6. Thesis structure 
This thesis consists of eight chapters. Chapter 1, this Introduction, elaborates the background 
of the research, the research problem, question and objectives, research methods and the 
significance of the research. 
Chapter 2 reviews the literature concerning the current debates about infrastructure planning 
and social justice and the significance of Jakarta as the case study site. It analyses how social 
justice issues have developed over time, and the significance of urban infrastructure issues in 
relation to social justice.  
Chapter 3 presents the research methodology. It justifies the adoption of a qualitative research 
design, with in-depth interviews as the main research method and the use of statistical data to 
analyse sanitation projects at the kelurahan (sub-district) level.  
Chapter 4 presents the general information on DKI Jakarta, sanitation provision and institutional 
structure and rules related to sanitation. Sanitation in DKI Jakarta is marked by contradictory 
data and efforts to develop a sanitation management system that has a long history.  
Chapter 5 elaborates the nature of Sanimas IDB3 and its state of development in DKI Jakarta. 
As one of many efforts to improve state of sanitation and expand the better sanitation coverage, 
Sanimas IDB is part of the short- and medium-term strategy.  
Chapter 6 analyses the distribution of sanitation projects in Jakarta and addresses the 
distributive dimension of social justice through the analysis of Need. The DKI Jakarta 
Government has set the Need as the criteria for kelurahans4 eligibility.  
 
3 Sanimas IDB is a project under the Sanimas (sanitasi berbasis masyarakat) or community-based sanitation 
developed by the Indonesian Government as part of the Indonesian program of accelerated settlement sanitation 
development (Program Percepatan Pembangunan Sanitasi). 
4 Kelurahans is used in this thesis as the plural form of the kelurahan. However, the plural form does not exist in 
Indonesian language. 
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Chapter 7 addresses the institutional, structural and process aspects related to the provision of 
sanitation infrastructure in DKI Jakarta and examines the application of values of Inclusion and 
Enablement within that context.  
Finally, Chapter 8 presents conclusions and summarises key contributions of the thesis and 
policy recommendations to improve planning and social justice outcomes in relation to 
sanitation infrastructure in Jakarta. It also discusses the limitations of this research and 
identifies recommendations for future research themes. 
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CHAPTER 2: PLANNING AND SOCIAL JUSTICE: A LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1.  Introduction 
The concept of social justice implies the need to address issues of equality and equity within 
the increasing phenomena of social inequality and exclusion in the Global South (particularly), 
and to critique the existing model of urban planning that does not represent a viable instrument 
to challenge the issues of social injustice (Corubolo, 1998; McFarlane, 2010). De Satgé and 
Watson (2018, p. 1) suggest that planning theory and practice need to have a deep 
understanding of the context of the Global South if planning is to achieve social justice, equity, 
and sustainability and ‘avoid the unintended consequences which so often ensue’ planning 
practice.  
This literature review focuses on the first objective of the thesis, which is to critically analyse 
the distributional and institutional dimensions of social justice and their relationship to planning, 
with a focus on sanitation infrastructure within the Indonesian context (refer to Chapter 1). The 
research question that this thesis seeks to answer relies heavily on the application of social 
justice principles in the decision-making processes related to the provision of sewerage 
infrastructure. Hence, the emphasis of this literature review is the intersection between planning 
and social justice. To that end, Section 2.2 analyses the historical development and impact of 
planning theory and practice on urban development and examines the nature of social justice 
in both planning theory and practice development. Section 2.3 explores Marcuse’s (2016) and 
Young’s (1990) ideas on social justice planning, in particular the distributive and institutional 
dimensions of social justice. These complementary dimensions of social justice are then 
elaborated within the cycle of planning policy formulation, implementation, and evaluation.  
The main question posed in this thesis (i.e. How does urban planning policy reflect the principles 
of social justice in relation to decision-making processes and the provision of sewerage 
infrastructure in Indonesia?) is addressed by examining planning policy-making processes 
using the principles of social justice (refer to Chapter 1). To analyse the distributional and 
institutional aspects, or the end state and the decision-making processes respectively, in the 
implementation of planning policy Section 2.4 discusses various values relevant to the two 
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dimensions of social justice. The chapter then concludes with the establishment of the values 
of Need, Inclusion, and Enablement as the values that will be used to examine planning practice 
in the context of resource allocation within policy making and application.  
2.2. Modern planning history and social justice  
The return of social justice as a guiding value and methodological concern within the planning 
discipline can be attributed to David Harvey’s (1973) seminal book Social Justice and The City. 
This renewed engagement with the ideas surrounding social justice reflects the need to address 
issues of equality and equity within the context of increasing poverty, social disparity and 
exclusion particularly in the Global South.  
This section discusses the intersection between planning and social justice. Three key themes 
are addressed. Section 2.1.1 starts with a brief description of the development of planning as 
a scientific discipline and a practical process. The discussion focuses on the elaboration of 
planning as a technical approach rather than a social approach and the relationship between 
both views. Section 2.1.2, drawing upon Marcuse’s (2016) categories of planning (i.e.  
technicist, social reform and social justice planning), analyses the main concern of each 
approach and its position in relation to social justice. This sub-section examines how the ideas 
of justice are developed within the planning profession. The discussion focuses on contrasting 
views concerning how planning contributes to urbanisation and social justice in the Global 
South.  
2.2.1. Planning as technical vs. social approaches 
Urban planning has been variously defined. A more general definition sees planning as ‘the 
guidance for future action’, where planning can take on many forms, has ‘a broad array of 
future-oriented actors’ (Forester, 1988, pp. 3-4), and can vary from a technical activity (G. 
Parker & Doak, 2012; Taylor, 1998) to a social science (Davoudi & Pendlebury, 2010; Evans, 
2002; Healey, 1997; Huxley & Yiftachel, 2000). While the idea of incorporating social science 
within design and engineering-rooted planning has a long history, it did not come into reality 
until the 1940s in the United States and the 1960s in Britain (Davoudi & Pendlebury, 2010). 
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Hall (2014, p. 388) describes the job of planners as a technical activity ‘to make plans, to 
develop codes to enforce these plans, and then to enforce those codes’. He stated that the 
institutionalisation of planning into comprehensive land-use planning in the 1950s reflected that 
planning was ‘distinct and tightly bounded’ and ‘quite different from social or economic planning’ 
(Hall, 2014, p. 388). He stated that Kebble (in Britain) and Kent (in the United States) were 
examples of those who believed that planning was a technical activity. Referring to British town 
planning in the post war period (1945-60s), Taylor (1998, p. 159) identified that planning was 
dominated by physical design, and that planning ‘was assumed to be most appropriately carried 
out by architects’. By 1960, with the development of planning as a system and a rational 
process, social science-based planning came to the fore and according to Hall (2014) this was 
influenced by the model of planning education (described as ‘MIT model’) in the United States, 
where the end result was to generate ‘general practitioners in planning rather than planning 
specialists’ (Hall, 2014, p. 393). Davoudi and Pendlebury (2010) also acknowledged the 
contribution of Geddes (1904) in his paper on ‘Civic: as Applied Sociology’ where he promoted 
a sociological method of enquiry and developed planning as ‘a systematic study of cities and 
advocated a sociological, rather than merely physical, framing of the term ‘civic’ (Davoudi & 
Pendlebury, 2010, p. 614). They argue that the development of the social side of planning was 
because planning itself is a discipline that was born as a ‘response to particular societal needs 
and historical conditions’ (Davoudi & Pendlebury, 2010, p. 613). Within the shifting development 
of planning from ‘a product- to a process-oriented’ approach and from ‘a physical to a social 
conception of space’ (Davoudi & Pendlebury, 2010, p. 622), modern planning is directed 
towards addressing problems related to industrialisation, housing, health and crime (Davoudi 
& Pendlebury, 2010; Hall & Tewdwr-Jones, 2011; Taylor, 1998). Currently there is agreement 
that planning is not just a technical discipline, but a social and political process involving several 
stakeholders (Healey, 1997; UN-Habitat, 2009).   
2.2.2. Marcuse’s approaches to planning history 
Peter Marcuse (2016) identifies three approaches to modern planning: 1. Differential planning 
(technicist planning); 2. Social reform planning; and 3. Social justice planning (Table 2.1). While 
the approaches have significantly different methods and goals, they ‘often mix, sometimes 
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conflict, [and] are rarely pure’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 125). The first two approaches are concerned 
with the externalities of industrialisation, while social justice planning is concerned mainly with 
the ‘human cost to those adversely affected by rapid urbanization and industrialization’ 
(Marcuse, 2016, p. 125). In addition, he considers the first two approaches as ‘responsive to 
those in power that have the authority and resources to commission the work’, while social 
justice planning is considered as ‘critical of existing urban social and institutional relationships’  
(Marcuse, 2016, p. 125).  
Table 2. 1. Main concerns of technicist, social reform and social justice planning 
approaches 
Source: Based on Marcuse (2016) 
The main concern of technicist planning is reflected in Keeble’s (1952, p. 9) definition of 
planning as ‘the art and science of ordering the use of land and the character and siting of 
buildings and communication routes so as to secure the maximum practicable degree of 
economy, convenience and beauty’. Efficiencies were the main concern of this approach, which 
advances the use of technical tools to arrange space efficiently and takes for granted the 
existing institutional relationships (Marcuse, 2016; Taylor, 1998). Planners, based on the 
knowledge they possess, are considered as professional and authoritative in relation to 
 Technicist Planning Social Reform 
Planning 
Social Justice Planning 
Focus Efficiency in the use of 
space 
Impact of health, 
sanitation and crime on 
‘society’ 
Those affected by rapid 
urbanisation and 
industrialisation 
Role of planner Authoritative  Authoritative, in charge 
of policy 
Reflecting social justice 
concerns 
Power Support the politically 
and economically well-off 
Pro status-quo 
Support existing 
structure 
Confront issues of power 
Social justice placed ahead 
of other competing claims of 
planning goals 
Institutional issues Taken for granted Taken for granted Critical views to existing 
social and institutional 
relationships 
Broader social issues Important if benefit the 
market to function 
efficiently 
Defined by the 
authoritative and expert 
Considered as problem 
of the weak and the poor 
Decision making from below 
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designing cities (on behalf of the citizens) (Yeoh, 1996) (Yigitcanlar, 2011). However, within this 
technicist approach the planner is ‘subservient to the power structure of the status quo’ 
(Marcuse, 2016, p. 25), providing a context that is beneficial to the politically and economically 
well-off (elite) social groups, thus affirming that the approach continues the existing and 
established power relations. The social component of planning is not measured, other than ‘to 
the extent necessary to permit the market to function efficiently’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 127). At its 
best, social problems are approached using technical solutions where the ultimate goal is to 
‘ameliorate the undesired social consequences of existing arrangements without questioning 
their source’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 128). Thus, planning needs to ‘provide infrastructure, needs to 
avoid clashing land uses that interfere with economic efficiency, and needs to regulate social 
abuses to the extent [that] they may interfere with order’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 127). Marcuse 
(2016) differentiates four variations within the technicist approach, including ‘scientific’ 
planning, designer planning, contractual planning, and process planning.  
The central concern for social reform planning is health, sanitation and crime (Cordes, 2018; 
Friedmann, 1987), and major debates within this approach centre around ‘the relation of 
planning to politics [and] the closely related question of calculation and control’ (Friedmann, 
1987, p. 87). Social problems are viewed from above and are based on the views of the 
authoritative and expert (reflecting the high modernism approach – a strong belief in science to 
reorder the social and natural world). These problems are seen to be the problems of ‘the weak, 
the poor, the minority [and] the excluded’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 125) rather than in relation to the 
broader social system in which the problems occur. Broader social problems are considered if 
they have the potential to affect those who are benefitted within the system. The planner, as 
the ‘expert’, is considered to be one of ‘those in charge of policy’ (Reid, 2017, p. 82) and in the 
best position to assess and address the problem. Therefore, efforts to solve social problems 
are undertaken within the existing structure of power and are driven by the political elite in 
society without citizen participation and public aspirations. 
Social justice planning is mainly concerned with the ‘human cost to those adversely affected by 
rapid urbanization and industrialization’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 125). The most important feature of 
this approach is that ‘it saw social issues from the point of view of those suffering from them, 
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from below, and had broad but varying levels of support from the poor and oppressed’ 
(Marcuse, 2016, p. 126). The social justice planning approach is distinct in its critical views of 
existing urban social and institutional relationships. It directly confronts issues of power and 
puts interest in social justice ahead of any other competing claim relating to planning goals, 
such as efficiency. Its main difference with other approaches is that it reflects the meaning of 
participation not as mere inclusion of the dominated and the oppressed, but more as ‘decision-
making from below’  (Marcuse, 2016, p. 131).  
2.2.3. Planning and the globalisation of inequality 
While technicist and social reform planning approaches have been applied globally, problems 
associated with urbanisation have worsened as ‘new patterns of disconnection, 
peripheralization, exclusion and vulnerability’ emerge especially in the Global South (Brenner 
& Keil, 2011, p. 601). From a critical planning perspective, planning is perceived to have failed 
to fulfil its ‘promise of liberation and opportunity’ (Leaf, 1994, p. 5) and to identify and address 
the problems and challenges that cities face. Such failures span from the micro (Steil & 
Connolly, 2009) to the macro level (S. Wilson, Hutson, & Mujahid, 2008), from single purpose 
(Malele, 2009) to complex planning projects (Helleman & Wassenberg, 2004). Furthermore, 
some have indicated that planning has even contributed to the creation of these problems 
(Allmendinger, 2002; Sundaresan, 2013; Watson, 2009b). Watson (2009b, p. 2259) states that 
planning has contributed to ‘growing problems of poverty, inequality, informality, rapid 
urbanization and spatial fragmentation, particularly (but not only) in cities of the Global South’ 
because of the inadequacy of the urban planning system in being able to address the complex 
issues facing Global South cities and the fact that most of the planning systems are ‘either 
inherited from previous colonial governments or have been adopted from Northern contexts to 
suit particular local political and ideological ends’ (Watson, 2009b, p. 2260). Hall (2014, p. 2) 
stated that,  
[w]hen at last the visions [of planning] were discovered and resuscitated, their 
implementation came often in very different places, in very different circumstances, and 
often through very different mechanisms, from those their inventors had originally 
envisaged. Transplanted as they were in time and space and socio-political environment, it 
is small wonder that the results were often bizarre, sometimes catastrophic. 
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Those failures are characterised by ‘increased segregation, shrinkage of public amenities, 
commercialization of civic life, decline of [the] central city, and social polarization’ (Marcuse & 
Van Kempen, 2002, p. 3). Furthermore, Marcuse (2002, p. 3) argues that states as well as cities 
are ‘helpless to do anything but ameliorate, at the margins, some of the more negative aspect[s] 
of…[this] partitioning’. Specifically, views regarding the role of planning in relation to 
urbanisation-associated problems are divided. Most researchers have associated the problems 
of urbanisation with lack of technical, financial and institutional resources and capacity in 
formulating and implementing planning policy. At the formulation and the implementation stage 
of planning, failures are attributed to inadequate human, economic and administrative 
resources (Balbo, 1993; Richardson, 1987); lack of government political will to implement plans 
(McNeill et al., 2014; Miraftab, 2004; Rukmana, 2015); the role of the market and the powerful 
in society to affect the plans and their implementation (Firman, 1997; Rukmana, 2015); and 
differences in legal systems (Rakodi, 2001; Yeh & Wu, 1999).  
Rarely are the failures associated with urbanisation accredited to planning itself (H. Campbell 
& Marshall, 2006; Sundaresan, 2013). When planning is practiced as a technical task, the goal 
of planning is to build well, with efficiency as its key measure; therefore, ‘…to ask why 
something is built’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 127) is irrelevant. Likewise, when planning adopts a 
social welfare approach, the goal of planning is physical improvements, ‘avoiding the social, 
political, and economic issues that a broad adoption of aesthetics as a criterion of urban 
development might entail’ (Marcuse, 2016, p. 127). With those types of goals, planning has 
failed to address the socio-political or structural causes of urban problems, because ‘its design 
[was] never meant to’ (Allmendinger, 2002, p. 1). Furthermore, planning is assumed to help the 
market and support capitalism. However, only rarely does the market or capitalism place social 
justice as its main goal; on the contrary the practice of planning is assumed to be against the 
production of justice (Alchon, 2014; Dear & Scott, 1981; Marcuse, 2016; Marcuse & Kempen, 
2000). 
Planning research indicates that even though social injustice as a result of urban planning has 
been revealed everywhere, planning as a mode of development remains persistent, leading 
Brenner et.al (2014, p.4) to conclude that, paradoxically, ‘the conflicts, failures, instabilities, and 
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crisis tendencies associated with capitalist urbanization have led not to its dissolution or 
transcendence’.  
2.2.4. Social justice planning 
A call for social justice planning has arisen as a result of growing social and environmental 
problems associated with cities. Some critics of planning have concluded that planning has not 
given sufficient attention to the idea of social justice as a goal of planning (Fagence, 1983; 
Klosterman, 1985; Swyngedouw & Heynen, 2003; Wildavsky, 1973; Winkler & Duminy, 2016). 
City planning has been accused of pursuing only the objective of economic growth (Brenner et 
al., 2012; Fainstein, 2010). Furthermore, (Gunder, 2010) contends that planning is merely a 
representation of neoliberal ideology to control the space and activities for which it has 
responsibility. However, growing grass-roots groups, commonly associated with the social 
justice movement, have managed to influence planning so that it better reflects the key 
concepts of social justice (Carmon & Fainstein, 2013).  
In conclusion, the early history of modern planning has been associated with more technical 
approaches, with planners maintaining the continuity of the existing social system and power 
relations. Concerns about social justice developed when it became apparent that the practice 
of planning resulted in growing social and spatial inequalities in society, especially in the Global 
South. There is an urgent need to develop a more contextual and sensitive approach with 
regard to the importance of power in understanding and approaching the development of 
planning in the Global South. In Section 2.3, the idea of social justice is developed with a focus 
on two dimensions of social justice: distributive; and institutional. The focus is on how the issues 
of structure and power relations within the two dimensions are addressed. To that end, the 
planning and development of infrastructures are used as cases.  
2.3. Social justice: distributive and institutional dimensions 
The above discussion implies that there are two different approaches to analyse the position of 
social justice in planning: first, as a value reference in the planning processes; and second, as 
a value to judge the outcomes of planning activities (Fainstein, 2005a, 2010; Friedmann, 2000; 
Marcuse, 2016; Young, 1990). The first approach leads to an institutional discussion of social 
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justice, while the second relates to distributional justice. This section discusses the nature of 
these two approaches and focuses on structural arrangements and power relations.  
The very idea of social justice in planning as indicated by Marcuse (2016) (refer Section 2.2) is 
to address the problems of those who have been affected by the processes of urbanisation and 
industrialisation. However, academics have long debated the definition and criteria related to 
social justice (Liebig & Sauer, 2016) and the strategies concerning intellectual interventions to 
aid marginalised people and communities (Uitermark & Nicholls, 2017). The debates and 
differences, nevertheless, reflect the ‘different views of the world and hence of different sets of 
normative tools to act within it’ (Corubolo, 1998, p. 1). In other words, ‘theoretical debates on 
issues of social justice and the city inevitably operate within argumentative tensions between 
dissimilar views of urban development and planning’ (Cardoso & Breda‐Vazquez, 2007, p. 385).  
A particular debate about social justice in relation to the city was started by David Harvey’s 
(1973, 2009) Social Justice and the City and Iris Marion Young’s (1990) Justice and the Politics 
of Difference (Smith, 2002). Harvey’s approach to social justice is categorised as distributive 
justice while Young’s approach is defined as institutional justice. Distributive justice is 
associated with the Marxist tradition of urban structuralist analysis and is referred to as the 
political economic approach to planning. Institutional justice is dominated by issues of 
difference and culture and has led to the development of the postmodernist approach to 
planning (Cardoso & Breda‐Vazquez, 2007).  
While tensions between the two approaches exist, they both share the same critical stance 
against inequality. Both approaches ‘aim at discerning power relations and their influence on 
planning practices’ (Cardoso & Breda‐Vazquez, 2007, p. 388). Simply put, the main difference 
between the two approaches is that distributive justice focuses on material outcomes while 
institutional justice focuses on the process. Törnblom (1999, p. 39) defined distributive justice 
as ‘the perceived fairness of the shape, end state, or outcome of the resource allocation’, and 
institutional justice as ‘the perceived fairness of the process of resource allocation’.  
The distributive justice approach focuses on ‘economic relations’ in the city and is geared 
towards evaluation of economic equality by investigating ‘the geographical nature of inequality 
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and exploitation in the capitalist system’ (Cardoso & Breda‐Vazquez, 2007, p. 385). It is focused 
on the analysis of economic inequality within geographical units and examining ‘planning’s 
outcomes and a comparison of those outcomes to a view of the just city’ (Fainstein, 2005b, p. 
125). The postmodernist approach focuses on ‘the institutional conditions necessary for the 
development and exercise of individual capacities and collective communication and 
cooperation’ (Young, 1990, p. 39). Hence, the creation of an institutional condition is considered 
to be a strong requirement to suppress the disabling constraints ‘embedded in…the 
assumptions underlying institutional rules and the collective consequences of following those 
rules’ (Young, 1990, p. 41). The focus of this ‘process-oriented understanding of society’ is ‘on 
power [and] decision-making structures’ (Young, 1990, p. 37).  
Harvey’s (1973) distributional approach identifies two important principles of social justice. First, 
he introduces territorial analysis, where territorial distribution, spatial structure and environment 
become the main tools to analyse justice. Second, he emphasised that the distributive 
mechanisms in resource allocation should be priorities in the least advantaged territories 
(Cardoso & Breda‐Vazquez, 2007).  
There are several criteria or values of justice (Fainstein, 2005a, 2009, 2010; Friedmann, 1987, 
2000; L. Gilbert, 2014; D. Harvey, 1973; Miller, 1999) spanning from material goods to the non-
material such as ‘self-respect, opportunity, power, and honor’ (Young, 1990, p. 8). In additions 
to Young views on the important values of justice, this review focuses on the work of Harvey 
(1973), Fainstein (2005, 2010) and Friedmann (2000) and the values of social justice that they 
identify and which are relevant to the Indonesian case study. The relevance of their works in 
the planning and social justice reflected in the extensively uses of their works in the literatures.  
Harvey (1973) proposed three basic criteria – Need, Contribution to common good, and Merit 
– for the just distribution of opportunity or resources (or what he termed ‘territorial distributive 
justice’). First, Need refers to nine basic ‘activities’, from food, housing, medical care, education, 
social and environmental service, consumer goods, recreational opportunities, neighbourhood 
amenities, and transport facilities. Needs are not constant, for ‘as society is transformed so the 
consciousness of need is transformed’ (Harvey, 1973, p. 102). The distributive dimension of 
Harvey’s approach to justice refers to his method of assessing just/fair conditions. He states 
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that Need is set by social norms at a given time and that the actual allocations to satisfy needs 
are a means to evaluate the level of injustice (D. Harvey, 1973#101). Problems arise when 
Needs are standardised over time and in response he proposed a range of methods to 
overcome this (e.g. examining market demand, latent demand and potential demand, as well 
as consulting with experts). The application of each method must be undertaken carefully to 
maximise social justice and avoid ‘the possibility of a socially unjust determination of need’ (D. 
Harvey, 1973, p. 105). 
Harvey’s (1973, p.105) second criterion, contribution to common good, is related to ‘how 
allocation of resources to one territory affects conditions in another’.  It refers to how differences 
in Needs and the actualisation of Need can benefit or marginalise particular individuals or 
groups. He proposes several methods such as interregional multiplier analysis, growth poles 
and externalities for assessing this criterion. However, he also stated that ‘contributing to the 
common good should remain subsidiary to the concern for distributive consequences’ (D. 
Harvey, 2009, p. 106).  
Harvey’s (2009, p.106) third criterion, merit, relates to ‘the degree of environmental difficulty’. 
Environmental difficulty is associated with difficulties or hazards caused by the physical 
environment and he advocates that extra resources should be allocated to counter this hazard. 
Harvey (2009, pp.106-7) stressed that his criteria for social justice must be seen in terms of 
weak ordering that is:  
…if a facility is needed, if it contributes to the common good in some way, then and only 
then would we be justified in allocating extra resources for its support, [and vice versa] if 
people have no need to live in flood plains and they contribute nothing to the common good 
by living there, then under the principle of social justice they ought not be compensated for 
damage incurred by living there. If, however, individuals are forced by circumstances (such 
as lack of alternative choice) to live there then the primary criterion of need may be used to 
justify compensation.  
Fainstein (2005, 2010) elaborated social justice as the basis for urban planning based on 
principles of diversity, democracy and equity. Recognition of differences, equal opportunity, and 
material equality are considered as important in determining what is distributed and who 
benefits. For Fainstein (2010), social justice is the answer to neoliberal planning and a city 
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should be planned purposefully using justice as the first evaluative criterion in policy making. It 
is planning itself that is of importance in any attempt to achieve social justice or as she put it 
‘planning is a necessary condition for attaining urban values’ (Fainstein, 2010, p. 250). 
However, her approach did not ask for structural change as a pre-condition, but rather working 
within the existing system, which is why her approach is considered to be ‘…geared particularly 
towards the politics of urban growth…’ (L. Gilbert, 2014, p. 161).  
Friedmann’s (2000) approach to social justice, or as he coined the term the ‘good city’ is to 
identify the materiality of the good city. For him, it is human flourishing that constitutes the 
essence of human rights, which refers to ‘…full development of their [human being] innate 
intellectual, physical and spiritual potentials in the context of wider communities’ (Friedmann, 
2000, p. 466). He proposed four bases for a good city, which are: 1. Socially adequate housing; 
2. Affordable healthcare; 3. Adequately remunerated work; and 4. Adequate social provision 
(Friedmann, 2000, p. 468). As with Fainstein (2010), Friedmann (2000) does not require a 
structural change for his ideas to be applied.  
The concepts related to social justice from Harvey (1973), Fainstein (2005, 2010), Marcuse 
(2016), and Friedman (2000) reflect, to certain degrees, what Young (1990) defined as the 
distributional dimensions of social justice. She explained the distributive paradigm assuming 
social judgement about ‘…what individual persons have, how much they have, and how that 
amount compares with what other persons have’ (Young, 1990, p. 25). Furthermore, she stated 
that the evaluation of justice addresses ‘…the pattern [ownership] by comparing the size of the 
packages [of goods] individuals have and comparing the total pattern to other possible patterns 
of [allocation]’ (Young, 1990, p. 28). She defined social justice as ‘the morally proper distribution 
of benefits and burdens among society's members’ for two reasons.  
[First, it]…tends to ignore the social structure and institutional context that often help 
determine distributive patterns…[Second]…the concept of distribution represents [non-
material goods as power, opportunity, or self-respect] as though they were static things, 
instead of a function of social relations and processes. (Young, 1990, p. 15) 
While recognising the importance of the distributive paradigm, Young (1990) emphasises that 
it obscures issues of institutional organization by assuming that the existence of particular 
institutions and practices as given. Without a critical stance on the issues of decision-making, 
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division of labour, and culture she contended ‘many questions about what occurs in a society 
and why, who benefits and who is harmed, will not be asked’ (Young, 1990, p. 5).  
For Young (1990, p. 15), a shift towards an institutional analysis of social justice would displace 
discourse of justice ‘that regards persons as primarily possessors and consumers of goods’ to 
discourse that ‘includes action, decisions about action, and provision of the means to develop 
and exercise capacities'. Her concept of social justice includes all aspects of institutional rules 
and relations insofar as they are subject to potential collective decision (Young, 1990).  
Young (1990) criticized the tendencies of overemphasising the distributive aspect of social 
justice. The distributional justice paradigm defines social justice as ‘the morally proper 
distribution of social benefits and burdens among society’s members’ (Young, 1990, p. 16). It 
is the circulation of material and non-material goods such as resources, income, position, 
prestige, love and affection that become the focus of analysis. The paradigm assumes that 
within the social field, people lie as nodes or points within which bundles of social goods are 
assigned. The only relation between people is the comparison of goods they possessed. 
Another significant assumption is that the distributional dimension considers society as a static 
conception. The end-state of a person (their wellbeing) or their possessions of goods is not 
static and there is no end position. Within such dynamic circumstances, it is not possible to 
determine the final conditions of a social reality. 
Although the discussion of the two approaches seems to emphasise differences, such as 
objects, principles and contexts, there is also a tendency to integrate the approaches (Törnblom 
& Vermunt, 1999, 2012, 2016)). Young (1990, p.241) indicated the importance of integrating 
the two by stating that ‘the conceptualization of ‘social justice must consider not only distributive 
patterns, but also the processes and relationships that produce and reproduce those patterns’. 
She indicated that analysis of distribution or the evaluation of patterns of distribution is the 
important starting point for inquiries on justice. Within public governance research, a focus on 
both approaches is parallel with ‘the policy making and implementation cycle’ (Osborne, 2010, 
p. 8), where the statement of policy goals is contrasted with achievement through 
understanding of the processes of policy-making and implementation processes (Grindle, 
2017). Within justice studies, this approach is known as the total fairness (justice) approach, 
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where policy-making process analyses are integrated with analysis of policy output (distribution) 
(Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). In line with that, Grindle (2017, p. 3) stated the 
importance of carefully analysing the factors that contribute to the ‘often imperfect 
correspondence between policies adopted and services actually delivered’ within both process 
of policymaking and implementation.  
2.4. Power: structural and institutional context 
Power is a dominant factor that shapes planning (decision-making) process and practice within 
a society or in a specific institutional context (Young, 1990). Therefore, it is necessary to take 
into account the structural conditions that determine the inclusion or exclusion of people in the 
planning process and power relations among actors and groups on different spatial scales and 
issues (Albrechts, 2003; Moulaert & Cabaret, 2006; Young, 1990).  
Defined as ‘control over one's life and control over one's environment’, power can be used to 
‘emancipate, to enable, as well [as] to oppress, to dominate, and to exclude’ (Albrechts, 2003, 
p. 907). Following Young’s (1990) perspective, power should be understood in terms of 
relationships, not possession. The use of power in terms of relationships means that it is 
distributed among numerous actors and varies with the issues being considered (Young, 1990; 
Albrechts, 2003). Within an institutional approach, power must be seen in concrete practice 
where power is exercised. For that purpose, Albrechts (2003) developed four classifications of 
power systems to analyse power relations:   
2. Intimidation, defined as ‘compelling or deterring by, or as if by, threats (physical or 
psychological)’ (Albrechts, 2003, p. 908).  
3. Manipulation, meaning the system of power directed ‘to control or play upon (information, 
actor, process, etc.) by artful, unfair, or insidious means so as to serve one's purpose’ 
(Albrechts, 2003, p. 908).  
4. Persuasion, meaning where power is used ‘to move by argument, entreaty, or 
expostulation to a belief position or course of action’ (Albrechts, 2003, p. 908). 
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5. Authority, meaning the ‘power to influence or command thought, opinion, or behaviour. 
Authority can be related to hierarchical position, to knowledge, to respect, or to prestige’ 
(Albrechts, 2003, p. 908). 
Young’s (1990, p. 18) approach to social justice primarily focused on ‘…the social structures 
and processes that produce distributions rather than on the distributions’. While distribution 
issues are the important starting point for inquiries on justice, Young (1990, p. 29) stressed the 
need to understand the processes of ‘reproduction of a regular distributive pattern over time’. 
Decisions to invest and build infrastructure, for example, have a distributive element, but the 
specific social processes and relations therein contain social rules, rights, procedures and 
influences that affect and determine the distribution of infrastructure. Within social processes 
and relations, it is important to analyse how power relations work; how rules, rights and 
procedures are defined and identify who has benefitted. For Young (1990), social justice must 
be put into the broader political structures and institutional context and the understanding of 
power relations comprises a vital part, as discussed next.  
According to Young (1990), the emphasis in justice studies must be shifted from outcomes to 
processes. In addition, rather than assuring equality and fairness in a distributive sense. She 
was more concerned with respecting difference and pluralistic solidarity (Soja, 2010). For that 
goal, she stated the importance of the development of ‘institutions that promote reproduction of 
and respect for group differences without oppression’ (Young, 1990, p. 47). For Young, the goal 
of social justice is social equality that refers to: 1. ‘The distribution of social goods’; 2. ‘full 
participation and inclusion’; and 3. The ‘socially supported substantive opportunity for all to 
develop and exercise their capacities and realize their choices’ (Young, 1990, p. 173).  
Her definition and goal of social justice is important for outlining principles of social justice, 
which form part of the analytical framework for this research. For Young (1990, p. 35), social 
justice should serve to ‘motivate people to look at their society critically, and ask how it can be 
made more liberating and enabling’. Young’s (1990) institutional dimension refers to the 
importance of social structure, institutional context (rules and relation), decision-making power 
and procedures, and division of labour and culture. Furthermore, Albrechts (2003, p. 905) 
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explicitly stated, ‘planning and decision-making processes are significantly determined by the 
distribution of power in a society and/or in a specific institutional context’.  
Young (1990) proposes that the institutional context should be understood in a broader sense 
than merely the mode of production. It should include ‘any structures or practices, the rules and 
norms that guide them, and the language and symbols that mediate social interactions within 
them, in institutions of state, family, and civil society, as well as the workplace’ (Young, 1990, 
p. 22). Understandings of institutional contexts are relevant as ‘they condition people's ability 
to participate in determining their actions and their ability to develop and exercise their 
capacities’ (Young, 1990, p. 22).  
Young (1990) discusses decision-making issues in relation to power, structures (bodies) and 
procedures. It is not merely a question of ‘who by virtue of their positions have the effective 
freedom or authority to make what sorts of decisions, but also the rules and procedures 
according to which decisions are made’ (Young, 1990, p. 22-23). Using economic domination 
as an example, Young (1990) expresses firmly how decision-making structure reproduce 
distributive inequality (exploitation) and the unjust constraints on people’s lives 
(marginalization).  
[Economic domination] occurs not simply or primarily because some persons have more 
wealth and income than others, as important as this is, [but it is] the corporate and legal 
structures and procedures that give some persons the power to make decisions about 
investment, production, marketing, employment, interest rates, and wages that affect 
millions of other people. (Young, 1990, p. 23) 
She criticised the fact that most of the theories of justice rarely put issues of structure as an 
explicit focus and argued for ‘democratic decision-making procedures as an element and 
condition of social justice’ (Young, 1990, p. 22). By democratic decision-making procedures 
she refers to ‘the institutionalised conditions that make it possible for all to learn and use 
satisfying skills in socially recognized settings, to participate in decision-making, and to express 
their feelings, experience, and perspective on social life in contexts where others can listen’ 
(Young, 1990, p. 91). She also criticised tendencies to separate legislative and executive 
institutions from the daily life of people and state officials and to neglect ‘issues of the just 
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organization of government institutions, and just methods of political decision-making’ (Young, 
1990, p. 22).  
Young (1990, p. 78) stressed the importance of government or bureaucratic hierarchical 
structure and the fact that within such hierarchies most workers ‘are subordinate to the authority 
of others’ and ‘however explicitly a bureaucracy formalizes rules and procedures, it still cannot 
eliminate individual and subjective choices’. In conclusion, ‘just decision-making structures 
must thus be democratic, ensuring a voice and vote to all the particular groups involved in and 
affected by decisions’ (Young, 1990, p. 116). 
2.5. Social justice and urban infrastructure 
This section contextualises issues relating to social justice in planning, and in particular the 
planning and development of infrastructure in cities.  
Urban services and infrastructure are vitally important to enable any city to thrive (Derrible, 
2017; Kennedy, 2011) and achieve sustainability (Choguill, 1996; Hiremath, Balachandra, 
Kumar, Bansode, & Murali, 2013). Transformations in political, socio-cultural, and economic 
arenas within global systems have changed many cities. Within the neo-liberal economy, cities 
are altering their infrastructure to improve their global competitiveness (Boland, 2014; Bristow, 
2005; Lemanski, 2007) and infrastructure such as power, water and waste have been thought 
to deliver similar services to most people at similar cost, with infrastructure being viewed as an 
integrator of urban spaces (Van Damme, 2017). However, ‘the emergence of myriads of 
specialised, privatised and customised networks and spaces’ (Graham & Marvin, 2001, p. 9) 
reflect splintering urbanism and the destruction of territorial cohesion.  
For the urban poor the provision of basic urban services and infrastructure is important to ‘raise 
standards of living, productivity and income’ (Rondinelly & Cheema, 2010, p. 1). Unfortunately, 
the provision of basic services such as basic sanitary, water, housing, education and health in 
most of the Global South cannot keep pace with the rate of population growth (Goldblum & 
Wong, 2000; Shaw, 2005), resulting in a tendency for the quality and coverage of public 
services and facilities to decrease and deteriorate (Rondinelly & Cheema, 2010). Thus the 
delivery of urban services and infrastructure reflects an increasing gap between Need and its 
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provisions within many cities. Urban infrastructure is not uniformly accessible or responsive to 
different growing urban needs. Some scholars (Fujita, 2016; Marafi, 2011; McDonald, 2012; 
Musterd & Ostendorf, 1998) indicate that the changing nature of welfare state regimes towards 
neo-liberalism has contributed to segregation, polarisation and exclusion. In many parts of cities 
in the Global South, in the areas defined as informal, such as slums and squatter settlements, 
the development of infrastructure and services are non-existent and the democratic processes 
are not able to force service providers and infrastructure to provide them (Bajar & Rajeev, 2016; 
Mahiteme, 2008; Mitlin & Satterthwaite 2016). Some of the key challenges or causes of 
exclusion in the Global South are related to: 
1. ‘Lack of household income and the continuing prevalence of informal incomes;  
2. A lack of state investment capacity; 
3. A lack of political will and state capacity even when political will is established;  
4. A lack of basic data needed for addressing poverty;  
5. A lack of space for participation, especially by the lowest income groups;  
6. A lack of vision for what an inclusive city means;  
7. The constraints on inclusion from city governments organized sectorally;  
8. The lack of channels through which international agencies can support urban 
governments and civil society groups’ (Mitlin & Satterthwaite, 2016, p. 19).  
 
Another empirical-based argument developed by Musterd & Ostendorf (1998) refers to socio-
spatial polarisation as the mechanism of urban polarisation. The process implies,  
spatial structuring becomes an active element in the process of social polarisation if rich 
and poor concentrate respectively in rich and poor environments in terms of the resources 
of collective consumption, housing, mobility and access to jobs (Musterd & Ostendorf, 1998, 
p. 127). 
Socio-spatial polarisation has arisen in societies where public intervention in the socio-spatial 
field (concerning the provision of adequate housing, public transportation, education and sports 
facilities and cultural infrastructure) is low (Musterd & Ostendorf, 1998).  
Most cities of the South share (among other things) poor quality of basic infrastructure and the 
availability of basic services (Andres et.al, 2014; Graham, 2010; Mitlin & Satterthwaite, 2013). 
Deterioration and lack of basic infrastructure and services, especially in poor areas of the Global 
South is related to the adoption of neo-liberal urban policies, whereas the delivery, procurement 
and ongoing management of urban infrastructure favours market forces (O’Neill, 2010). 
Furthermore, with the adoption of neo-liberal policy, power decisions and economic benefits 
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are channelled to certain parts of the city, which then manifest in territorialisation of urban 
policies; where some parts of the city (such as special purpose zones) are supported while 
others (such as informal space) are left behind (Gervais-Lambony, 2014). People from poor 
areas of the city have difficulty in accessing basic infrastructure and services and often are 
marginalised from decision-making processes (Rondinelli 1986; Rondinelli & Chemaa, 1988), 
which can often lack transparency: ‘[All] too often, decision-making is done behind closed 
doors, through lobbying and deal-making behind the scenes, through the exercise of political 
power and patronage, and through informal negotiation’ (Rakodi & Lloyd 2002, p. 212). 
Furthermore, 
within the elected representatives system…many of the decisions which most affect the 
poor are taken by officials as part of the implementation process…[w]here administrative 
discretion is large, there is scope for rent-seeking abuse, usually with little or no scope for 
complaint or redress (Rakodi & Lloyd, 2002, p. 212) . 
Participation of the poor in the decision-making process through which they identify priorities 
and the ways they can be addressed are most likely non-existent and, hence, the allocation of 
resources are beyond their control. Another issue relevant to decision-making process is 
related to governance and decentralisation whereas ‘many of the services on which the poor 
depend are not the responsibility of the elected municipal government but of various special 
purpose agencies which lack any direct democratic accountability’ and the adaptation of 
national policy in terms of the ‘design of policy packages that are appropriate to local conditions’ 
(Rakodi & Lloyd-Jones, 2002, p. 214).  
Another important factor that has shaped the gap in the provision of basic infrastructure and 
services is the colonial historical legacy of most cities in the Global South. King (2007) built a 
conceptual ideal of the colonial city that reflected spatial and social segregation. These cities 
consisted of: 1. Indigenous settlements or small towns or villages that grew within proximity to 
the area occupied by the colonial rulers; 2. The colonial urban settlement that resembled the 
modern, western or European city; and 3. An area occupied mainly by migrants from other 
colonial territories. Differences existed among these parts of colonial cities, with the carefully 
planned areas having generous provision of amenities, while the indigenous settlements were 
left untouched, and developed organically (Leaf, 1993; Yeoh, 1996). Some parts of colonial 
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cities were spatially separated, sometimes with evident physical barriers such as walls. 
Unfortunately, most post-colonial authorities have ‘opted to inherit and vigorously enforce the 
planning legislation and schemes crafted by their colonial predecessors’ (Njoh, 2004, p. 449), 
which then preserve the unequal provision of urban services and infrastructure, forming 
‘archipelagos of global enclaves’, with some shared ‘premium networked’ (Graham & Marvin, 
2001, p. 389) infrastructure, while others barely have access to basic infrastructure.  
There are several reasons behind the emergence of premium enclaves. In countries of the 
Global South where the idea of modernisation became central, there is a need to develop 
extensive and accessible infrastructure to support industrialisation, but limited resources have 
produced limited results. On the other hand, limited resources have resulted in decaying 
infrastructure. These situations have ‘forced the wealthy and powerful to secure private and 
uninterruptible power and communications resources for the enclaved spaces where they live’ 
(Graham & Marvin, 2001, p. 3). In the United States, the wealthy groups developed restricted 
premium spaces known as ‘common interest developments’ (CID) with the provision of high 
quality public services provided through private means (Graham & Marvin, 2001, p. 389). 
Meanwhile, in Asian and South African megacities, the trends are to develop new towns on the 
city fringe that are ‘carefully networked [within and between new towns] with the best available 
infrastructures whilst being secured off from surrounding urban spaces’ (Graham & Marvin, 
2001, p. 276) which in part, is supported financially by public funds. In relation to the allocation 
of public resources, the gap in basic infrastructure and service provision is a result of 
economic/financial considerations and low political representation that has led to exclusion of 
the people who live in certain areas of the city. Spatial segregation not only places the 
segregated people into different types of areas or neighbourhoods, but also limits their 
networks, which further limit their ability to access resources such as information and education, 
and limit their political voice and power to influence political decisions (Mitlin, 2005a, 2005b; 
Van Eijk, 2010).  
Social injustices, therefore, are manifested in urban areas in the form of the unbalanced 
distribution of basic infrastructure and services. Disparities between core and periphery, formal 
and informal, legal and illegal parts of the city are an enduring issue (Ali, 2002; Brown & Lloyd-
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Jones, 2002). Despite arguments that ‘planning for infrastructure has always been essential to 
the well-being and prosperity of cities and their inhabitants’ (Neuman & Smith, 2010, p. 34), 
Castells (1997, p. 21) asserted, infrastructure planning will be done selectively and only linking 
the valuable segments of the city and ‘…discarding used up, or irrelevant, locales and 
people…’. As certain parts of the city are internally linked, the other parts are spatially 
disintegrated. Moreover, the imbalance/disconnected distribution (by-passing) is 
… directly embedded into the design of networks, both in terms of the geographies of the 
points they do and do not connect, and in terms of the control placed on who or what can 
flow over the networks. (Graham & Marvin, 2001, p. 15) 
For urban planners, the emphasis in improving social justice is to address the disparities both 
between central cities and suburbs and between the Global North and South (S. Campbell, 
2013). This refers to the disparities between informal and mostly poor areas, and the formal 
and most wealthy areas of the city. The priority of social justice is to confront the damaging 
consequences of ‘uneven development’ (S. Campbell, 2013, p. 77). Spatial concentration of 
informal/poor housing in certain areas or neighbourhoods enhances the process of social 
exclusion (Marcuse & Van Kempen, 2002). This is a distributional issue which has undesirable 
consequences based on market interactions, and an institutional issue that represents 
problems regarding ‘inadequate participation, lack of social integration, and lack of power’ 
(Marcuse & Van Kempen, 2002, p. 240). 
In addition to the inherently political nature of infrastructure development, to some extent, 
development of urban infrastructure is limited or bounded within the idea of planning itself. 
Within the technicist view of planning, urban areas are divided into several different categories 
with different infrastructural needs. Through history, as indicated in several colonial cities, the 
development of networked infrastructure has been limited to the area where the colonizers live 
(Balbo, 1993; Coutard & Rutherford, 2015; Kusno, 2012).  
This literature review highlights that the contemporary development of policy on the provision 
of basic infrastructure and services is marked by the withdrawal of governments and the 
increasing role of the private sector (Davies, 2013; Kooy & Bakker, 2008; Kooy, 2008), which 
has created and worsened spatial inequality in relation to the provision of infrastructure. The 
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literature also suggests the importance of social justice as the foundational value for developing 
urban planning policy and a more just basic infrastructure distribution. Urban planning policy-
making is a political activity that involves competition among urban areas to attract certain 
benefits or resources, including basic urban services and infrastructure (Steel and Legacy, 
2012; McFarlane & Rutherford, 2008).  
2.6. Resource allocation 
The concepts of universalism and targeting are often used to address the level of inequality in 
the provision of urban infrastructure and services (of sanitation infrastructure in particular) (A. 
Campbell, 2007; Carey & Crammond, 2017; N. Gilbert, 2017; Mkandawire, 2005; Ottensmann, 
1987). The universal approach applies the principle of ‘…’equal’ treatment of different groups 
(be it men, women, different ethnicities or religious groups), by treating all individuals as the 
same’ (Carey & Crammond, 2017, p. 304). As an approach within public policy and planning, 
universalism is typically associated with social policy in the context of the welfare state 
(Anttonen, Häikiö, Stefánsson, & Sipilä, 2012; Anttonen & Sipilä, 2014). Universalism as a 
concept and as a principle has contested meaning and applicability ‘at different times, in 
different places and in different academic disciplines’ (Anttonen et al., 2012, p. 1). However, its 
essential value is referred to as ‘…something that is common to ‘all people’ (Anttonen et al., 
2012, p. 3). In the public health context of Nordic countries the basic principle of applying 
universalism is through an impartial approach to allocating resources, whereby universalism 
relieves inequality (Carey & Crammond, 2017).  
The practice of this principle, however, is often criticised. The countries that put this principle in 
place are criticised as excluding a certain group of people, especially women and minorities (A. 
Campbell, 2007; Carey & Crammond, 2017; N. Gilbert, 2017; Jensen & Torpe, 2016). The 
fundamental problem of the universal approach lies in the assumption that society is 
homogeneous, and this overlooks the issue of diversity or difference. Universalism also may 
ignore existing inequality and thus fail to promote the redistribution of resources (Carey & 
Crammond, 2017). The use of the principle of universalism has confused ‘impartiality’ with 
‘uniformity’; ‘equality’ with ‘sameness of treatment’ and disregarded difference in needs and the 
ability of individuals to access services (Burau, Vabo, & Vabø, 2011; Carey & Crammond, 2017; 
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Jensen & Torpe, 2016). In addition, the general criticism of universalism is that ‘universalism 
does not truly exist in practice, as judgements are constantly made in the delivery of services 
about who gets what, against a range of criteria’ (Carey & Crammond, 2017, p. 304). 
Efforts to overcome the issue of inequality in general, or the issue of spatial inequality in the 
provision of infrastructure are discussed in the realm of public policy and planning in the context 
of a positive discrimination approach, including through targeting, which is defined as ‘the 
identification and selection of certain groups, households, or individuals, and the distribution of 
benefits to them’ (A. Mills, Bennett, & Gilson, 2007, p. 4). In essence, ‘a targeted intervention 
seeks to direct resources to specific subgroups of the population’ (Bennett, 2007, p. 119). 
Within the community-driven development efforts, targeting mechanisms are used to link the 
specific purposes of the project or program with the intended group or individual beneficiaries. 
There are various methods to target the ‘right’ beneficiary i.e. geographic mapping, household 
surveys, censuses, qualitative surveys, and self-targeting (Van Domelen, 2007; World Bank, 
2013a).  
The World Bank (2013) identifies three major types of targeting: 
1. Household or individual targeting is to identify eligible households or individuals to 
receive the benefits of a program. Selection methods include means testing, proxy 
means test, or community-based (i.e. where communities categorise households within 
their community as poor or vulnerable). 
2. Categorical targeting includes geographic targeting (i.e. selecting particular regions or 
areas for the program benefits to be distributed). 
3. Self-selection targeting where a program is designed in a way that those who participate 
are those who really need the assistance/program.  
Categorical targeting is akin to spatial targeting and area-based intervention, which can include 
government policy interventions in urban areas to address issues of spatial inequality (Alcock, 
2004; Cassiers & Kesteloot, 2012; (Alcock, 2004; Lawson, 2007; Silliman, 2016). Furthermore, 
in the context of spatial targeting Cassiers and Kesteloot (2012), referring to the study of Forrest 
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and Kearns (2001), stated that there are three types of policies, which are distinguished by the 
level of intervention.  
First …strategies trying to reduce the problematic outcomes of segregation without 
attempting to change spatial patterns themselves to any significant degree… Second 
strategies targeting a decline in spatial segregation and an increase in social mix via 
housing policies… Finally, there are more encompassing programmes, that target specific 
areas, in order to reintroduce them within the urban economic tissue (Cassiers & Kesteloot, 
2012, p. 1915).   
However, the aforementioned spatial targeting strategies are criticised as being less empirical, 
with limited effect on overall levels of exclusion (Cassiers & Kesteloot, 2012, p. 1915), and from 
proceeding ‘from a logic in which spaces, not people, needs to be integrated’ (Cassiers & 
Kesteloot, 2012, p. 1915).  The focus on space is considered ‘[i]nstead of social cohesion, 
displacement and further polarization is often achieved ... all strategies dealing with spatial 
segregation will reproduce the socio-spatial unevenness’ (Cassiers & Kesteloot, 2012, p. 1915).  
Policies aimed at combating spatial segregation ‘should target the exclusion mechanism, not 
simply assist the poor in targeted areas’ (Andersson, 2006 cited in Cassiers & Kesteloot, 2012, 
p. 1915. Emphasis added.). The importance of exclusion mechanisms is similar to Young’s 
(1990, p.15) ideas on ‘the elimination of institutionalized domination and oppression’ where 
analysis of social structure and institutional context are important. To target an individual, 
household, community or an area is important, but the mechanism within which the distribution 
processes take place is more important. This related to the identified problems with the 
application of targeting approaches (Bennett, 2007; Rae, 2011). The identified problems related 
to targeting are: 
1. More likely to have higher administrative costs compared to universal approaches. Cost 
associated with the cost to identifying targeted individuals or households.  
2. Subject to different types of failure: 
a. ‘those who deserve to be targeted may not actually be captured’ (Bennett, 2007, 
p. 120),  
b. the benefits could leak to those who are not eligible.  
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Such problems particularly in the contexts where ‘those administering the targeting programme 
are not held accountable and the targeting process is not highly transparent’ (Bennett, 2007, p. 
120). Issues of accountability and transparency must be placed in the context of social 
structures and relation, and dynamics of power.  
The application of targeting approach (principle of vertical equity), therefore requires: 
1. ‘…statements about the extent of any difference in how individuals or groups should be 
treated if vertical equity is to be achieved’ (Wiseman and Jan 2000 cited in Hanson, 
Worrall, and Wiseman (2007, p. 134). 
2. ‘…statements about how these groups should be identified and the mechanisms and 
methods used to deliver resources to them’ (Hanson et al., 2007, p. 134) 
The first condition for applying the targeting approach reflects Young’s (1990) concerns on 
distributive justice, where social judgement is made on the basis of what and how much of 
resources an individual possessed compared with other to determine whether or not or to what 
extent resources need to be allocated for them (section 2.3). The second condition can be 
associated to the institutional dimension of justice, where a critical view of mechanism and 
method to deliver the resources is necessary. Focus on the processes in understanding the 
allocation of resources or processes of targeting must focussed on ‘power [and] decision-
making structures’ (Young, 1990: 37). As such,  
…power [must be] understood as ‘productive,’ as a function of dynamic processes of 
interaction within regulated cultural and decision-making situations, then it is possible to say 
that many widely dispersed persons are agents of power without ‘having’ it, or even being 
privileged. (Young, 1990 p. 33) 
Literature on targeting, within the community-based development and its recent variant, the 
community-driven development, dominated by discussion on its conceptual foundations and 
the effectiveness at targeting the intended target (the poor) (Conning & Kevane, 2002; Mansuri 
& Rao, 2004). The precise mechanism on the selection of beneficiary is rarely discussed. 
Conning and Kevane (1999, 2002) discussed this matter only on community and intermediary 
agents. That of local people (social or religious leader), Non-Governmental Organisations 
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(NGOs), local elected official or governing bodies to act as the identifier of the recipients 
(beneficiaries), to monitor and engage in the delivery of the project (Conning & Kevane, 2002).  
Conning and Kevane (2002) after criticizing the weaknesses of community-based and-driven 
targeting suggest that community targeting is done based on demand-driven principles and the 
central government establishes criteria or categories of recipients and monitors their 
implementation rather than giving full authority to the community groups. 
Discussions about the mechanisms and methods for determining who should get priority in the 
context of targeting lead us to the issue of what values should be used to allocate these 
resources. Discussions about these values will be carried out in the following section. 
2.7. Values of social justice 
Discussions about values or principles that should be used to distribute resources in the context 
of social justice have been widely discussed (Pratto, Tatar, & Conway‐Lanz, 1999; Segev, 
2005; Syme & Fenton, 1993). Section 2.3 discussed values of social justice within the 
distributive and institutional dimensions of social justice proposed by Harvey (1973), Fainstein 
(2005, 2010), Friedmann (2000) and Young (1990). In this thesis, the social justice values of 
Need, Inclusion, and Enablement will be used to evaluate the distribution of community 
sewerage in Jakarta. These three concepts have been widely applied in resource allocation in 
relation to water (Hubbard et al., 2011; Koundouri, 2010; Lukasiewicz & Baldwin, 2017), health 
(Daniels, Kennedy, & Kawachi, 1999; Green, Ali, Naeem, & Ross, 2000; Kaur et al., 2019; 
Kephart & Asada, 2009; Robertson, 1998; Syme & Fenton, 1993), education (van Rensburg, 
2014), sanitation sector (Afifah et al., 2018; Hubbard et al., 2011), and public resource 
allocation in general (Anselmi, Lagarde, & Hanson, 2014; Kephart & Asada, 2009; Labonté, 
Hadi, & Kauffmann, 2012; Popay & Williams, 2005).  
Referring to the purpose of this thesis, which is to analyse the provision of sanitation 
infrastructure for the community in a context of social justice planning, the relevant value is the 
value of Need. To evaluate the level of social justice the fulfilment of minimum quantities and 
qualities of Need will be examined. This means identifying how minimal conditions or 
'hypothetical allocations' (Harvey 2009 p. 101) are determined and these will then be evaluated 
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with their actual allocations. The process of determining a Need is crucial because of the 
possibility of a 'socially unjust determination of need' (Harvey, 2009, p. 101).  
In addition, as implied in sections 2.3 and 2.4 there are several values of justice that are relevant 
for the institutional analysis. However, the most relevant values as implied in the uses of that 
values in the literatures are values of Inclusion and Enablement.  
2.7.1. Need  
For the distributive analysis of the distribution of the urban infrastructure (i.e. the Sanimas IDB 
community sewerage) as developed in Chapter 6, this thesis uses the value of Need as the 
indicator of fairness. Ife (1983, 2016)5 noted that there are three different ways of understanding 
the concept of Need. The first form is related to psychology, with a focus on motivational theory 
as developed by Maslow (Maslow, 1943). The second form is related to economics where Need 
is discussed in relation to demand. The third one, refers to philosophy where Needs are 
discussed along with ‘wants’ and ‘desires’. However, Need in most studies refers to individual 
needs. For Ife (1983), the distinction of social need from individual need is of importance and 
has various theoretical and methodological implications. He develops three types of 
combination of need at the individual and aggregate (social) level. The first one is a need that 
is experienced by only a small number of people. Second, is a need that is experienced at the 
aggregate level rather than an individual level. Third, is a need that is experienced at both an 
individual and aggregate level. Studies on sanitation have confirmed the importance of 
distinguishing needs at the individual and communal or group level (Starkl, Bisschops, 
Norström, Purnomo, & Rumiati, 2010).  
The literature also discusses Need in relation to who defines it, reflecting that ‘definitions of 
need inevitably incorporate certain value assumptions’ (Clayton, 1983, p. 215). Bradshaw’s 
(1972) taxonomy of Need indicates that need is more complex than a single measurable social 
 
5 Ife uses two different first names for two different publications. For his dissertation published in 1983 he used his 
first name and surname as James W. Ife, while his books published in 2013 (first edition) and 2016 (second edition) 
he used the name Jim Ife. For convenience and consistency in referring, the name used in this thesis is Jim Ife. 
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phenomenon, Bradshaw proposes four different Needs i.e. normative, felt, expressed, and 
comparative need. However, this typology can be simplified into two categories. The first one 
is Need defined by others (e.g. government, scientist, NGO) which includes normative and 
comparative Needs and the second one is the community/population defined Need. The first 
category refers to Need that is defined by the expert or professional, administrator or social 
scientist in any given situation. Here, a ‘desirable standard’ is identified and compared with the 
standard that actually exists. If an individual or group falls short of the desirable standard or 
does not receive the service (Bradshaw, 1972, pp. 73-74), they are identified as being in need. 
The second is Need defined by the community or the population. This includes the felt and 
expressed need. Need that is felt by a community is equated with want, and when it expressed 
it becomes a demand.  
An elaborated explanation of the two categories of Needs is provided by Ife (1983, 2016). He 
distinguishes between population-defined need, caretaker defined need and inferred need. The 
population defined Need referred to need as directly expressed by the population. This is similar 
to Bradshaw's (1972) concept of felt need and expressed need. The caretaker defined need 
refers to need as identified by the caretaker of a community (i.e. a number of actors including 
social welfare workers, medical practitioners, teachers, clergy, prominent citizens, local 
government officials, and political representatives at all levels, who have a service or care-
taking function in a particular community). The third category of social need statements is 
inferred need. This is made by people with authority or expertise such as the government 
officers, policy makers or researchers. Using material such as ‘census data, survey results, 
statistics of service utilization and service accessibility, data concerning knowledge of and 
preferences for particular services, and comparison between different areas’ the government 
or researcher made the need judgement (Ife, 1983, p. 66).  
Studies related to population perceptions confirm that there is a gap between individual needs 
and communal needs (felt and expressed need) on the one hand and needs perceived by the 
government (normative and comparative need) (Banda et al., 2007; Herbst et al., 2009; 
Kaminsky, 2015; Ramos da Silva, Heller, de Campos Valadares, & Cairncross, 2010; Starkl, 
Bisschops, Norström, Purnomo, & Rumiati, 2010). The application of need identification as a 
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domain of government and/or experts has been widely applied in the development process. 
However, there are critics of this approach (Beilharz, 2015; Feher, Heller, & Márkus, 1983), 
leading to the conclusion that Need is ‘a subjective and culturally relative concept’ (Doyal & 
Gough, 1991, p. 1) 
2.7.2. Inclusion and enablement 
The institutional analysis developed in Chapter 7 use the values of Inclusion and Enablement, 
as well as several indicators related to the two values were developed and discussed. The 
application of Inclusion and Enablement in this research refers to the use of the concepts within 
the community development and governance literature. Inclusion and enablement refer to 
continuous efforts to create a ‘community involved in coproducing processes, policies, and 
programs for defining and addressing public issues’ (Quick & Feldman, 2011, p. 272). Studies 
on Inclusion and Enablement are based on the fact that there are some members of the 
community and certain regions, especially in the Global South who are excluded from the 
development process due to uneven geographical development (Das, 2017; D. Harvey, 2005) 
and social polarization (Hamnett, 2001). 
In the context of community development and governance the concept of inclusion refers to 
action where ‘a program of measures to ensure that everyone has the same opportunities to 
learn, to work, to be involved with their community and to have a voice on decisions that affect 
them’ (Labonté et al., 2012, p. 24). Efforts or actions to create the conditions of inclusion depart 
from the fact that there is a group of people who cannot participate economically, socially, 
politically and culturally at a level that is considered normatively acceptable.  
The popularity of community-based or community-led development is growing, as evidence by 
the expansion of sanitation projects in Jakarta. However, the concepts of inclusion, enablement, 
empowerment, and participation (among others) are applied differently (S. Lewis et al., 2019; 
Theodori, 2000). The concepts of Inclusion and Enablement are often associated with the 
concept of participation, although some consider participation as the operationalization of 
Inclusion and Enablement (Lewis et al., 2019). In this research the concepts of Inclusion and 
Enablement are used to differentiate the quantity and quality of participation. Thus, the concept 
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of inclusion refers to the ‘breadth of participation’ and enablement is the ‘depth of participation’ 
(Lewis et al., 2019). The breadth of participation refers to the inclusion of plurality of groups 
(representations) within the community. The depth of participation refers to the extent to which 
the group representation is ‘experienced as empowering and ultimately enables the exercise of 
collective control over decisions and actions’ (Lewis et al., 2019, p. 199). For the purpose of 
this thesis, the relevant aspects of inclusion are recognition and respect, participation and 
access. 
The enablement approach within planning and urban development, specifically in relation to 
housing development refers to the ‘creation of incentives and facilitating measures so as to 
enable housing and other urban services to be provided by households themselves, CBOs, 
NGOs, and the private sector’ (Helmsing, 2002, p. 320). Here, the centre of attention in relation 
to enablement is facilitation by the government.   
Burgess et al. (1994, p.64) define community enablement as ‘a strategy adopted by central and 
local government to co-ordinate and facilitate the efforts of community and neighbourhood-
based organisations to initiate, plan and implement their own projects according to the 
principles of self-determination, self-organisation and self-management’.  
The foundations of enablement relevant for this research are voice, choice, risk and 
responsibility; participation; and power sharing (Chapter 7).  
2.8. Conclusion 
This chapter has addressed the first objective of the thesis, which is to critically analyse the 
distributional and institutional dimensions of social justice and their relationship to planning, 
with a focus on sanitation infrastructure. 
The issue of inequality in the urban context is reflected in the inequality in the provision of basic 
infrastructure and services such as water, sanitation, health and education. Inequality in the 
provision of basic services is reflected in concepts such as splintering urbanism and urban 
fragmentation. Equitable infrastructure provision is an important topic within urban development 
literature, inferring that the presence of infrastructure in good quantity and quality will determine 
43 
 
the development and sustainability of the city. Urban services and infrastructure are of vital 
importance to enable any city to thrive and to achieve sustainability.  
The historical development of planning theory and practice shows the dynamic position of social 
justice as the guiding value within the planning profession. This issue has been elaborated in 
Section 2.2. This thesis has shown that the value of social justice becomes increasingly relevant 
when socioeconomic problems related to urban development only benefit those who are 
privileged (e.g. politics, economics). The development of planning as a social approach rather 
than merely a technical approach, has nurtured discussion to better understand and resolve 
social problems that arise as a result of the urbanisation process. Concerns about social justice 
issues were further elaborated in section 2.3, using the typology built by Marcuse to explain the 
history of the development of planning theory and practice, where the issue of social justice in 
planning develops from social justice being a separate issue from planning, to social justice 
being viewed as an externality of the planning process, and finally to a position where social 
justice is a main concern in planning. 
As urban living became dominant, the issue of inequality also became associated with it—both 
in the Global North and particularly in the Global South. One of the areas that is prominently 
associated with inequality is the provision of urban infrastructure, and this is particularly the 
case in the Global South. In general, the discussion of these two issues is related to the issue 
of informality, where urban areas that develop informally (against or not in line with city spatial 
planning) do not have adequate urban infrastructure (i.e. water, electricity, and waste 
management) when compared to 'formal' urban areas. Such developments are associated with 
the model of urban development that refers to the principle of economic neoliberalism. Urban 
areas that are associated with the centre of economic development or are prepared to attract 
foreign funds are developed or supported by the government with all the necessary 
infrastructure (termed the core region), while other areas of the city are left in their current 
condition, or because of their position, are associated with informality (slums or squatters). 
Several studies (Lopez Garcia, 2017; Makmuri, 2017; Simon & Natarajan, 2017) have cited the 
linkages between unequal distribution of infrastructure and services and spatial inequality. 
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Furthermore, the uneven distribution of urban infrastructure is considered to be produced and 
reproduced.  
The social justice approach in planning discussed the uneven distribution of infrastructure 
through two perspectives, which are often considered to contradict one another. On one side, 
the distributive approach is considered to be the dominant view and the second approach that 
was offered as an alternative is the institutional approach. The first view places social justice 
as a value to judge the outcomes of planning activities, while the second places social justice 
as a value reference in the planning processes. Section 2.3 specifically elaborated the 
differences between the two. The distributive approach departs from the assessment and 
analysis of the final conditions of the planning process, and whether it reflect the criteria of 
social justice. The institutional approach focuses more on the delivery of planning policy. 
Discussion of the differences between the two approaches focused on the values of social 
justice that are used to evaluate the fairness of results (distribution) and processes 
(institutional). Various values or indicators used in assessing fairness were discussed, where 
the dominant value used for distributive justice is the value of Need. The literature referred to 
in section 2.3 shows the importance of the value of Need to analyse the final results of the 
implementation (planning policy practice). Meanwhile for the institutional approach, the 
discussion was dominated by power analysis. Although power is considered a dominant factor 
that shapes planning (decision-making) processes and practices within a society or in a specific 
institutional context, throughout this thesis, power is understood in terms of relationships, not 
possession. The use of power in terms of relationships means that it is distributed among 
numerous actors and varies with the issues being considered. Within such a definition of power, 
any approach to social justice must be primarily focused on the social structures and processes 
that produce the fair or unfair distributions (conditions). In doing so it is important to consider 
the rules and norms guiding the action of actors operating at the community level and actors at 
the government or bureaucratic hierarchical structure. 
In section 2.5, this thesis has specifically discussed the issue of social justice in relation to the 
provision of urban infrastructure. The discussion showed that the process of infrastructure 
provision affected the form of socio-economic inequality within the society and this was 
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reflected in spatial inequality between regions within one city and between cities. Section 2.6 
was specifically dedicated to answer the question about how such disparities and inequalities 
in infrastructure provisions occurred. Resources that can be used to build infrastructure must 
be considered as limited resources. Limited resources restrict the government's ability to 
allocate resources evenly to all regions. A justification is needed to allocate these resources. 
The social justice approach discussed in this chapter offers the use of both dimensions 
(distributive and institutional) to analyse the allocation process. This thesis uses the value of 
Need to analyse fairness in the distribution of resources or infrastructure. In addition, it uses 
the values of Inclusion and Enablement to assess fairness in the process of resource allocation. 
The use of these values is elaborated in chapters 6 and 7. 
The next chapter describes and justifies the research methods. In addition, Chapter 3 also 
documents the research procedure as part of the important requirement related to ensuring 
research reliability and validity. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.1. Introduction 
Infrastructure development in urban areas, particularly in the Global South, has resulted in 
regional inequalities (refer Section 2.2). There is rising concern about policy-making processes 
and infrastructure provision, both of which have marginalised certain areas and populations 
within urban areas (McFarlane, 2010; McFarlane & Rutherford, 2008; McFarlane & Silver, 2017; 
J. Silver, 2015). Neoliberal urban policies have manifested in the territorialisation of urban policy 
where the poorer parts of the city (often associated with the informal spaces) are left behind, 
while the better off areas have excessive development of infrastructure (Gervais-Lambony, 
2014). Within the context of the Global South where resources are scarce, there is a tendency 
for the wealthy and powerful to secure resources for the ‘enclaved spaces where they live’ 
(Graham & Marvin, 2001, p. 3). Lack of equitable political representation further suppresses the 
poor and their environment and has resulted in spatial segregation in relation to infrastructure 
provision. Within such a context, the priority of achieving social justice is to confront the 
damaging consequences of ‘uneven development’ (S. Campbell, 2013, p. 77). 
Jakarta is an Indonesian city with a vast area and a very large population. However, the 
development of infrastructure has been very slow, with sanitation infrastructure development 
less well developed and resourced than other basic infrastructure. A careful analysis is needed 
of how resources are allocated for sanitation infrastructure and the processes that underpin this 
allocation decision-making to ensure just outcomes for all citizens in Jakarta.   
This chapter describes and justifies the research methods based on the main research question 
posed in Chapter 1. One important requirement in relation to questions of research reliability 
and validity is the documentation of the research procedure (Yin, 2013). This chapter addresses 
the research question and objectives, justifies the methods and case selection, outlines the flow 
of research and identifies the limitations of the research and how these have been overcome.  
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3.2. Research question and objectives  
Based on the discussion in Chapters 1 and 2, the main research question of this thesis is: How 
does urban planning policy reflect the principles of social justice in relation to decision-making 
processes and the provision of sewerage infrastructure in Jakarta, Indonesia? Five specific 
objectives were developed in Chapter 1 to respond to this question. These objectives were 
operationalised in the form of identified tasks, data and sources, data collection methods, data 
analysis and expected research outcomes (Table 3.1).  
3.3. Justification of research methods 
This section justifies the use of qualitative methods, and a case study approach and identifies 
the data collection methods and data analysis in relation to each research objective.  
3.3.1. Qualitative research design 
A qualitative research design underpins this research. First, the research question and 
objectives explore a complex and detailed issue or problem (i.e. related to the equitable 
provision of sanitation infrastructure) and identify variables that cannot be measured easily (e.g. 
including variables related to individuals or groups who are often ‘silenced voices’). Second, as 
this research aims to answer questions about relationships and ‘experience, meaning and 
perspective, most often from the standpoint of the participant’ (Hammarberg et al., 2016, p. 
499), a qualitative approach is employed as the specific context or setting of the case helps to 
explain the mechanisms or linkages in causal theories or models (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Such 
an approach requires in-depth information to be gathered from specific participants to identify 
multiple perspectives and meanings (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The main underlying rational of 
qualitative research is the use of ‘interpretative/theoretical frameworks that inform the study of 
research problems addressing the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human 
problem’ (Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 137). In addition, the qualitative research design is used 
as this research is conducted in the field, within selected areas of Jakarta (refer to Section 
3.4.4), relies on the researcher as the key instrument in data collection, and aims to present a 
holistic and complex picture of sanitation infrastructure within the case study site (Cresswell & 
Poth, 2018). 
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Table 3. 1. Research framework 
Research Question:  
How does urban planning policy reflect the principles of social justice in relation to decision-making processes and the provision 
of sewerage infrastructure in Jakarta, Indonesia? 
 
Objectives Tasks Data Needed Sources Methods & 
Analysis 
Outcomes Thesis 
Chapter 
1. To critically 
analyse the 
distributional 
and institutional 
dimensions of 
social justice 
and their 
relationship to 
planning. 
1.1. Identify the key 
concepts relating to 
social justice and 
planning (infrastructure 
and sanitation) 
1.2. Identify and justify the 
social justice values to 
be applied to analyse 
the distribution of 
sanitation 
infrastructure and the 
institutional processes 
that influenced this 
distribution. 
1.3. Justify the selection of 
Indonesia (Jakarta) as 
a study location 
1. Literature 
providing a 
critical 
examination of 
the social 
justice 
dimension and 
planning. 
2. Literatures on 
planning, 
infrastructure 
and sanitation 
Literature on social 
justice and 
planning: 
• Urban Studies 
Abstracts 
(EBSCOhost)  
• JSTOR (ITHAKA)  
• Scopus  
• Web of Science 
• Google scholar, 
etc. 
• Literature 
review 
• Content 
analysis 
Outcome 1: 
• Justification of 
the values 
relating to the 
distributive and 
institutional 
dimension of 
social justice that 
are to be applied 
to analyse 
planning policy 
• Justification of 
Jakarta, 
Indonesia as a 
case study 
Chapter 2: 
Planning and 
social justice: 
a literature 
review 
2. To analyse 
infrastructure-
planning 
governance 
and evaluate 
the social 
justice evident 
in delivering 
sanitation 
projects in 
Jakarta. 
2.1. Identify planning 
governance (structure, 
institutions and actors) 
and its local and global 
context 
2.2. Apply the identified 
social justice values to 
analyse planning 
practice in Jakarta 
2.3. Develop interview 
questions for each 
government level and 
community 
• History of 
planning 
governance in 
Jakarta/Indonesia
: 
• Structure of 
organisations and 
actors 
• Relations 
between 
institutions and 
actors de jure 
and de facto  
Primary: 
• Officials from: 
• Planning 
institutions  
• Consulting 
firms 
• Universities, 
and NGOs  
Secondary: 
• Laws and 
government 
regulations of 
various levels 
• Document 
reviews 
• Semi-
structured 
interview 
• Content 
analysis 
Outcome 2: 
Planning 
governance in 
Indonesia 
Social justice 
values of policy 
makers in 
Indonesia/Jakarta 
in relation to 
sanitation 
Chapter 4: DKI 
Jakarta’s 
sanitation 
 
Chapter 5: 
The Sanimas 
IDB 
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Objectives Tasks Data Needed Sources Methods & 
Analysis 
Outcomes Thesis 
Chapter 
2.4. Get ethics approval 
 
• Identification of 
the social justice 
values among 
policymakers 
and 
governmental 
eras 
• Previous 
publications 
3. To evaluate the 
distribution of 
sanitation 
projects at 
kelurahan level 
in Jakarta using 
the identified 
social justice 
values 
3.1. Identify and apply 
criteria to select the 
sanitation projects to be 
evaluated.  
3.2. Select the project 
locations. 
3.3. Identify and apply 
criteria for selecting 
research case studies 
3.4. Justify and select 
informants/ participant 
criteria 
  
• Results of 
Outcome 1 
• Statistical data on 
the condition of 
sanitation 
infrastructure at 
the kelurahan 
level 
• Current and 
established 
sanitation 
(sewerage) 
projects 
Primary: 
• Officials from 
planning 
institutions, 
consulting 
firms and 
universities  
 
Secondary: 
• RW Kumuh 
(2013) 
• RPPLH 
• Sanitation 
white book 
• Document 
reviews  
• Semi-
structured 
interviews 
• Observation
s 
• Content 
analysis 
 
Outcome 3: 
Distribution of 
sanitation projects 
in Jakarta at the 
kelurahan level 
Justification of the 
research case 
study sites  
Identification of the 
factors that have 
shaped the 
distribution of 
sanitation projects 
Chapter 3: 
Research 
Methodology  
 
 
 
 
Chapter 6: 
Values of 
Need and the 
distribution of 
Sanimas IDB 
project in DKI 
Jakarta 
4. To analyse the 
political process 
in terms of 
power relations 
in the provision 
of sanitation 
infrastructure in 
Kelurahan 
Kebagusan and 
Menteng Dalam 
(South Jakarta)  
4.1. Identify political 
processes: 
• Formal – within 
government 
institutions and 
regulations, and  
• informal – the actual 
process at the 
implementation or 
community level 
• Decision-making 
and 
implementation 
processes in 
relation to 
sanitation 
projects 
• Outcome 3.  
Criteria and 
indicators for 
choosing project 
locations/areas 
Primary:  
• Officials from 
planning 
institutions 
(including field 
facilitator), 
consulting 
firms and 
universities: 
 
Secondary: 
Secondary data 
(previous 
publications) 
• Semi-
structured 
interviews 
• Document 
reviews 
• Content 
analysis 
Outcome 4: 
Identification of the 
power relations 
evident in the 
provision of 
sanitation projects 
in Kelurahan Rawa 
Jati, Tegal Alur, 
Makassar and 
Menteng, Jakarta 
Chapter 7: 
Institutions, 
structures, and 
processes 
related to the 
provision of 
Sanimas IDB 
in DKI  
Jakarta, 
Indonesia 
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Qualitative research encompasses several approaches (Creswell, 2013; Denzin & Lincoln, 
2018; Hammarberg et al., 2016; Mack, Woodsong, MacQueen, Guest, & Namey, 2005; 
Patton, 2002; Seale, Gobo, Gubrium, & Silverman, 2004; Silverman, 2017), including: 
narrative research, phenomenological research; grounded theory; ethnographic; and case 
study research (Creswell & Poth, 2018). This research provides an in-depth understanding 
of a particular case in Jakarta, and therefore, a case study research approach is the most 
suitable. 
3.3.2. Case study  
Case study research is: 
…a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a real-life, contemporary 
bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, through 
detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g., 
observations, interviews, audiovisual [sic] material, and documents and reports), and 
reports a case description and case themes. The unit of analysis in the case study might 
be multiple cases (a multisite study) or a single case (a within-site study) (Creswell & 
Poth, 2018, p. 271). 
The selection of the case was based on diverse criteria (Gerring, 2007, p. 231). First, the 
Sanimas IDB case directly illuminates the research question (Yin, 2009) and also provides 
‘insight into a broader phenomenon’ (Gerring, 2006, p. 90) as it is representative of many 
rapidly expanding cities in the Global South in terms of sanitation infrastructure provision. 
The Sanimas IDB case is ‘typical’, as it has a typical set of values to enable some general 
understanding of a phenomenon in a wider context. It also serves an exploratory role, where 
the researcher can probe for causal relationships (Gerring, 2006, p. 91) and probe multiple 
dimensions related to the particular problem. Second, the Sanimas IDB case enables 
access ‘to the potential data whether to interview people, review documents or records, or 
make observations in the ‘field’’ Yin (2009, p. 153). Third, the Sanimas IDB case investigates 
a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context and includes complex social units 
(Merriam, 2009; Yin, 2013). 
In this research, the Sanimas IDB – a community-based sanitation project funded by the 
Islamic Development Bank to be examined is the project developed in DKI Jakarta. The 
project has been implemented in DKI Jakarta Province since 2014 (a detailed explanation 
on Sanimas IDB is provided in Chapter 5). Several criteria were satisfied in the selection of 
this particular project. First, the communal sanitation system being built by the project 
conforms to the government's long-term plan for developing sanitation. The Indonesian 
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Government has decided that communal sewerage (at the community scale) and centralised 
sewerage (citywide scale) are the main systems to be built in the future.  
Second, as an on-going project there is opportunity to access data and documents as well 
as the institutions and actors involved in the projects. Commonly within Indonesia, data 
relating to certain projects attaches or resides with individuals and not institutions. Thus in 
order to identify the kelurahans that received Sanimas IDB projects, this research had to 
identify each kelurahan by name with the responsible officer since there is no available data 
or list that identifies these matters. 
Third, the research question deals with ‘how’ questions, and aims to evaluate the decision-
making process and the implementation of policy, which links different institutions and actors 
that need to be traced over time. Sanitation infrastructure delivery in Jakarta, involves 
multilevel government institutions (permanent and ad hoc institutions from national, 
provincial, municipal, district and kelurahan level), NGOs and the community. Government 
institutions that are involved in the delivery are varied. However, their engagement differs 
according to the type of sanitation project (i.e. different funding sources). Jakarta’s context 
for sanitation development represents what Yin (2013, 2018) refers to as a phenomenon 
and while the boundaries are not clear, the system is bounded (in the delivery of sanitation 
infrastructure). The specific case of the Sanimas IDB projects enables examination of 
Indonesian Government institutions that are involved in the development of urban sanitation 
(and in particular, community-based sanitation) from the national to the kelurahan and 
community level6. Community sanitation groups (kelompok swadaya masyarakat7/KSM) are 
the beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB projects in Jakarta (excluding the Kepulauan Seribu 
regency) at the kelurahan level. When this research was conducted, there were 59 
community sanitation groups in 29 kelurahans that received Sanimas IDB projects and these 
comprised the population for this research. Four community sanitation groups were selected 
 
6 In Jakarta (and Indonesia in general), the lowest government institutions that operate at the community level 
are the Neighbourhood Association (Rukun Tetangga/RT) and Community Association (Rukun Warga/RW). 
RTs and RWs, as stipulated by the Minister of Home Affairs Regulation Number 7/1983, are an extension of 
the government bureaucracy without changing its status as a social institution. As an extension of the 
government, it was reflected in the appointment of elected RT and RW heads by the Lurah and the provision 
of salaries (operational funds) by the government (Governor Regulation of The Special Province of Jakarta 
Capital City Number 171/ 2016). 
7 The literal translation of Kelompok Swadaya Masyarakat (KSM) is community self-help group, however in 
this thesis KSM is translated as community sanitation group to distinguish it from other community self-help 
groups in other projects.  
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as specific case studies (refer to Sub-section 3.4.4 for a detailed explanation of the sampling 
criteria).  
3.3.3. Jakarta as a study location 
When compared to other cities in Indonesia, Jakarta, the capital of Indonesia, has a higher 
level of general infrastructure, but in the context of wastewater (sewerage) infrastructure, 
this provision is at a very low level. In DKI Jakarta all government institutions and actors 
from the national to the local level are present and this has resulted in intense relationships, 
problems of communication and unbalanced power relations. Therefore, Jakarta provides 
insight into a broader phenomenon and at the same time represents a typical case of the 
Global South. In addition, the existence of institutions and local actors in the same area also 
facilitates the process of field research in relation to the use of time, money and resources. 
This study used a case study approach based on the following: 
1. Jakarta’s case directly illuminates the research question and also provides insight 
into a broader phenomenon by providing a typical set of values to enable a general 
understanding of a phenomenon in a wider context. 
2. Jakarta’s case enables access to potential data, interviewees, documents and 
records, and the ability to easily make observations of the sewage system.  
3. Jakarta’s case investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context 
and includes complex social units. 
3.3.4. Data collection techniques  
Several research strategies (data collection techniques) are associated with case study 
research following a qualitative research design. Sources of evidence may include 
documentation, audio-visual materials, archival records, interviews, direct observations, 
participant-observation and physical artefacts (Creswell and Poth (2018). This research 
uses three data collection techniques: document and archival record analysis, interview, and 
observation.  
Document and archival record analysis technique or documentary methods:  
…are the techniques used to categorise, investigate, interpret and identify the limitations 
of physical sources, most commonly written documents, whether in the private or public 
domain (personal papers, commercial records, or state archives, communications or 
legislation) (Payne & Payne, 2004, p. 60). 
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Scott (1990) states that there are four major concerns that should be applied to any set of 
documents, namely: authenticity; credibility; representativeness; and meaning (Cited in 
Payne & Payne, 2004). Since most of the documents and archival records are government 
made and published in relation to the development of project, hence concerns of 
authenticity, credibility and representativeness are resolved. Since the ‘meaning’ could be 
complex, e.g. technical terms can be interpreted in a complex way, the meaning is consulted 
directly and cross-checked with actors or government employees.  
Documents analysed in this thesis include government manuals/guidelines; background 
papers; brochures, event programs, attendance registers, minutes of meetings, letters and 
memoranda; maps and charts; newspapers (clippings/articles); press releases; program 
proposals; application forms; organisational or institutional reports; survey data; and various 
public records. Most of the physical documents were collected from interviewees or are 
publicly available in the internet. In the interviews, whenever the interviewees mentioned a 
specific document the researcher requested a soft or hard copy of the document. If these 
were not available, then the title, or number (related to a government decree/regulation) of 
the document or even the name of the person who might have the document was obtained. 
In addition, an online search was also conducted by using a series of keywords (e.g. 
Sanimas, Sanimas IDB, sanitasi, buku putih sanitasi) in addition to specific terms mentioned 
by the interviewees.  
Qualitative content analysis is defined as ‘a research method for the subjective interpretation 
of the content of text data through the systematic classification process of coding and 
identifying themes or patterns’ (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p. 1278). It emphasises the 
integration of ‘speech/texts and their specific contexts’ (Y. Zhang & Wildemuth, 2017, p. 
318) to ‘identify core consistencies and meanings’ (Patton, 2014, p. 790). There are three 
types of qualitative content analysis i.e. the conventional qualitative analysis of content, the 
directed analysis of content, and the summative analysis of content (Hsieh & Shannon, 
2005). The first refers to an inductive process of data category (coding) development, while 
the second refers to a coding process where ‘theory or relevant research findings guide the 
process’ (Y. Zhang & Wildemuth, 2017, p. 330), and the third starts by ‘identifying and 
quantifying certain words or content in text with the purpose of understanding the contextual 
use of the words or content’ (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, p. 1283).  
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This thesis uses the two first types. For development of understanding in relation to the 
Sanimas IDB selection process the first type is used. This approach was deployed due to 
the researcher’s limited knowledge of the project. However, theory in relation to social justice 
within the decision-making process (governance) also guided the research in assessing the 
Sanimas IDB project allocation processes.  
The first step in the analysis was to transcript all relevant interviews. Some of the recorded 
interviews were deemed unnecessary to transcribe as the data was irrelevant. In every 
interview, the researcher took notes regarding the topics discussed by the interviewee. In 
certain interviews (especially in the second period of fieldwork, when the researcher’s 
knowledge of the process has improved), the researcher made notes on specific topics and 
the number of times that the topic was mentioned or explored by the interviewee. This 
helped in the process of re-listening to the interviews and transcribing the information. Each 
theme and the relationships between themes was developed and identified. The consistency 
of each theme with the text was ensured by comparing the texts within each category. Once 
the theme was developed consistently, the analysis process started. The relationships 
between themes was developed with the guidance of the identified indicators of Need, 
Inclusion and Enablement. 
This research used semi-structured interviews. All of the interviews for this research were 
based on an interview guide. However, in the interview processes the questions asked are 
not always in the sequence outlined in the interview guide as ‘…people always say things 
that spill beyond the structure, before the interview starts and when the recorder has been 
turned off’ (I. Parker, 2005, p. 53). Moreover, (Brinkmann, 2014) suggests that unstructured 
interviews are arguably the standard form of qualitative interviewing. In this research, for 
each category of interviewee an interview guide was developed (refer Sub-section 3.3.4), 
which  provided ‘a structure that is flexible enough for interviewees to be able to raise 
questions and concerns in their own words and from their own perspectives’ (Brinkmann, 
2013, p. 19). The selection of interviewee in relation to who they were, how and why they 
were selected is presented in Sub-section 3.3.5. 
Observations were made in relation to the formal and informal interviewing of research 
participants. The observations were conducted in the case study locations and in several 
meetings at the provincial levels. Observations in the case study locations were mainly 
directed at identifying the area’s state of sanitation and the developed community sewerage. 
Several meetings between actors and their views on the project were observed. The 
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researcher’s understanding8 of the different contexts of the interviewees (government 
officials and local or kampung community members) was an advantage enabling him to 
observe any anxiety or discomfort experienced by the informants and subsequently adjust 
himself to the prevailing circumstances. 
As implied by the data collection techniques above, the data collected in this research can 
be categorised as secondary data and primary data. Secondary data refers to data ‘collected 
by someone else for some other purpose’ and which is already in existence (Salkind, 2010, 
p. 1330). The most common types of secondary data used in this research were processed 
surveys, information collected by the government and organisational records. Primary data 
refers to ‘an original data source, that is, one in which the data are collected first-hand by 
the researcher for a specific research purpose or project’ (Salkind, 2010, p. 1095). Primary 
data in this research were collected through interviews and observations.  
3.3.5. Interview guide 
A set of questions was developed as a guide for the interviews. The interviews aimed to 
collect information in relation to the main task and function (tugas pokok dan fungsi/tupoksi) 
of any particular institution in relation to the provision of sanitation infrastructure and how 
those tupoksi were developed in relation to the intersecting and overlapping authority of 
other institutions.  
The interview guide is based on the indicators of social justice identified in Chapter 2. 
Several questions and their relation to social justice indicators were identified (Table 3.2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 As well as being an Indonesian national, the researcher has been a civil servant (government official) for 
almost 20 years and has extensive experience in conducting research and meeting with people from different 
cultures in Indonesia.  
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Table 3. 2. Social justice indicators and main question for interviewees 
Social justice indicators Main questions 
Inclusion  
(i.e. incudes elements of 
recognition/representation or 
social belonging) 
How are people from various social, economic and cultural 
backgrounds included in policymaking and implementation (in relation 
to sanitation infrastructure provision)? 
Who is included? 
What kind of inclusion or participation is used? 
What is the process? 
Enablement  
(i.e. includes contribution to 
common good and merit, and 
political and material control over 
environment) 
What kind of participation is used to enable ‘the oppressed and 
minorities’ (i.e. kampung citizen) to shape the decision and outcomes 
of the project? 
How can people affect the decision-making processes? 
Need What are the criteria for allocating sanitation projects? 
How is the Need for sanitation infrastructure/projects assessed and 
developed? 
Which areas (kampung) received the sanitation project? 
 
 
3.3.6. Interviewees 
This thesis developed three categories of interviewees based on the inclusion criteria to 
select government institutions and actors. Table 3.3 identifies the categories of institutions 
and the number of interviewed actors and also interviewees from community sanitation 
groups. In addition, Table 3.3 also provides the interviewee code used to identify various 
categories of interviewees. The first category includes interviewees from the government 
(coded as GO). In the DKI Jakarta Sanimas IDB project the government actors are mainly 
from the national level (coded as GO I) and provincial level (coded as GO II). In addition, 
the regional consultant was also categorised as a government interviewee as they 
implement central government policy and are paid by the central government. The second 
category is the local community. Within this category is the community who implemented 
the Sanimas IDB project. The fact that most of them are part of the government at the local 
level (e.g. the head of RTs or RWs) was also considered and discussed in Chapter 7. 
Another category of interviewee is the academics and NGO. Their information provided the 
general context of the project and its relation to broader sanitation development in the 
country and the DKI Jakarta. 
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Table 3. 3. Interviewees’ category and institution 
  
Category Interviewee 
Code 
Number of 
interviewees 
Institution 
National Level GO I 6 • Ministry of Public Work and Public Housing: 
• Sanimas IDB - Central Project Management Unit 
(1) 
• Community Based Settlement Sanitation Work 
Unit (Satuan Kerja Penyehatan Lingkungan 
Permukiman Berbasis Masyarakat/PLPBM) (2) 
• Indonesian Ministry of National Development 
Planning/National Planning and Development 
Agency (Kementerian Perencanaan 
Pembangunan Nasional/Badan Perencanaan 
Pembangunan Nasional): 
• Directorate of Settlements and Housing (3) 
Provincial Level GO II 9 • Regional Planning and Development Agency 
(Bappeda) (3) 
• Wastewater Sector of Water Management 
Agency (Suku Dinas Limbah Cair, Dinas Tata 
Air) (1) 
• Empowerment, Child Protection and Population 
Control Agency (Dinas Pemberdayaan, 
Perlindungan Anak dan Pengendalian 
Penduduk) (1) 
• Cleaning Agency (Dinas Kebersihan) (1) 
• Deputy Governoor for Spatial Planning and the 
Environment (Deputi Gubernur Bidang Tata 
Ruang dan Lingkungan Hidup) (1) 
• City and Environment Management Bureau 
(Biro Penataan Kota dan Lingkungan Hidup) (2) 
University O 3 • Trisakti University (1) 
• University of Indonesia (2) 
Local Level C 16 • Head RT or RW (4) 
• Community Sanitation Group (KSM) (12) 
Regional 
Consultant 
(provincial & 
district) 
GO I 6 • Field facilitator (3) 
• Senior field facilitator (1) 
• City management experts (1) 
• Consultant of the Jakarta Sewerage Project (1) 
NGO O 2 • Rujak Center 
• Indonesian Association of KSM (Aksansi) (1) 
Total   42  
 
(Where: RT - Rukun Tetangga (neighbourhood association); RW - Rukun Warga (community association); 
KSM - Kelompok Swadaya Masyarakat (community sanitation group); and Aksansi  - Asosiasi Kelompok 
Swadaya Masyarakat/Kelompok Pemanfaat dan Pemelihara Sanitasi Seluruh Indonesia (Indonesian 
association of community sanitation group/beneficiary and maintenance group). 
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The case study locations were selected based on five criteria i.e., representation of fiscal 
year of the selection process, the representation of eligibility status, finished project location, 
number of locations selected at kelurahan level and the willingness and convenience in 
accessing community. Further information on the selection of case studies and the results 
are provided in sub-section 3.4.3.  
Although RT and RW are categorized as the lowest part of the government structure, the 
Indonesian government still considers them as a social institution, referring to the Minister 
of Home Affairs Regulation Number 7/1983. In addition, studies on RT and RW in Indonesia 
generally place them on one side as part of the government while on the other hand as part 
of the community (Barker, 1999; Dwianto, 2003; Yuliastuti, Syahbana, & Soetomo, 2015). 
However, some studies place RT and RW in between the government and the community 
(Kurasawa, 2009a). In this thesis, the position of RT and RW is placed as part of the 
community because of its position as the recipient of the Sanimas IDB project. In relation to 
Sanimas IDB, RT and RW are part of the community who are placed as subjects of these 
activities. Although in practice then the RT and RW used their position as a 'part' of the 
government to dominate and determine the course of the IDB Sanimas project (refer to 
Chapter 7). 
3.4. Flow of the research 
This section further details the process of the research related to each objective and how 
the outcomes of the respective objectives were used in the analysis. Field research for 
collecting primary data was divided into two stages. The first stage was conducted in April 
– May 2017 and the second in May – June 2018. The first fieldwork mapped the possible 
research obstacles, developed initial contact with sanitation-related institutions and actors 
by activating professional and personal relationships with the gatekeepers, and included 
some interviews and preliminary observations. The second stage consisted of further 
interviews, including follow-up interviews with the most relevant informants that were 
contacted in the first stage, as well as meetings and interviews with the implementing 
agencies of the Sanimas IDB project. 
The involvement of people and community in the research requires ethical procedures. 
Ethical clearance was obtained from The University of Queensland’s Human Research 
Ethics Committees (HRECs) (appendix 1). In addition, this research also obtained a 
research permit from Indonesian Government through the DKI Jakarta One-Stop Integrated 
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Service Agency (now the Investment and Integrated One-Stop Service Office)/Badan 
Pelayanan Terpadu Satu Pintu (Dinas Penanaman Modal dan Pelayanan Terpadu Satu 
Pintu). Each interviewee was provided with a participant information sheet (appendix 2) and 
a participant consent form (appendix 3). In addition, a verbal consent for was provided for 
interviews conducted by phone (appendix 4). The first outlined the research plan, feedback 
and access to results, and the length of the interview. The latter requested the participant’s 
consent for their involvement in the research and the use of shared information for the 
research. Participants were assured that their information would be used solely for the 
purpose of this research. In addition, to maintain the confidentiality of interviewee’s identity 
each interviewee was assigned with a pseudonym. The system was created to indicate their 
position in the government level or in the community and as an individual. The informant 
from the government is associated with GO (abbreviation of government officer), which is 
then followed by roman numerals (I or II referring to the national and provincial level 
respectively). The last signifier is a Latin number to signify a particular individual. Thus, a 
GO I.1 refers to the first interviewee from the national government. An informant from the 
community is signified by C (for community) and followed by two Latin numbers, where the 
first signifies the kelurahan (case) and the second refers to an individual. Thus C 1.1 refers 
to interviewee number one from the first case study community. Another category of 
interviewee is the academics and NGO, where both signifies as O (Table 3.3).  
The stated research objectives must not be seen as a sequence of activities, but rather as 
a goal to be achieved simultaneously in an iterative process. However, for analytical and 
writing purposes each objective is explained sequentially. Analysis of the collected data 
(primary and secondary) followed the process outlined by Creswell (2013) (Figure 3.1).  
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Figure 3. 1. Flow of data analysis (after field research) 
Source: Creswell (2013) 
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3.4.1. Objective 1 
Three tasks were developed for Objective 1 (Table 3.1): 
1. To identify the key concepts relating to social justice and planning (infrastructure and 
sanitation) 
2. To identify and justify the social justice values to be applied to analyse the distribution 
of sanitation infrastructure and the institutional processes that influenced this 
distribution. 
3. To justify the selection of Sanimas IDB in DKI Jakarta as a case study 
Task 1.1 was addressed in the literature review (Chapter 2) using content analysis. 
Literature on planning and/or social justice was identified from several databases and 
search engines such as Urban Studies Abstracts (EBSCOhost), JSTOR (ITHAKA), Scopus, 
Web of Science, and Google scholar. The keywords used were: social justice, planning 
(urban planning, urban and regional planning, urban planning and Global South), urban 
services and infrastructure, urban sanitation, and community sanitation.  
In relation to Task 1.2, two dimensions of social justice were developed i.e. distributional 
and institutional dimensions. The main authors in this field were identified and their ideas 
were compared and analysed. The values of Need were identified in relation to the 
distributive dimension and the values of Inclusion and Enablement were identified in relation 
to institutional dimensions.  
The Indonesian context was justified as a case study based on the examination of critical 
studies related to the development of planning in the Global South, the context of the 
Southern countries, the differences between the Southern and Northern countries (e.g. 
socio-political and cultural), and the specific context of Jakarta (Task 1.3).  
3.4.2. Objective 2 
Objective 2 consisted of four tasks (Table 3.1): 
2.1. To identify planning governance (structure, institution and actor) and its local and 
global context 
2.2. To apply the identified social justice values to analyse planning practice in Jakarta 
2.3. Develop interview questions for the government level and community 
2.4. Get ethics approval 
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Task 2.1 was completed through literature review and document analysis. Publicly available 
government documents (in the form of laws, regulations, and various documents related to 
institutional arrangements, division of tasks and authorities as well as instructions for 
implementation guidelines related to the program or project) were analysed. In addition, 
scientific publications (books and journals) related to governance and project 
implementation analysis were also included. This task manifested in the form of Chapter 4.  
Task 2.2 was concluded using the identified social justice values (Objective 1, Task 1.2). 
The values of social justice identified in the previous process were used as a basis for 
analysing the extent to which these values were understood and applied in the decision-
making process to determine the beneficiaries of the Sanimas IDB project and how these 
beneficiaries were distributed in Jakarta. To that end, government officials were interviewed. 
Some of the interviewees were interviewed twice (in the first and the second rounds of 
fieldwork) in order to gain deep insights regarding the values of justice that were evident in 
the decision-making process. In addition to the government officials, university academics 
and practitioners from NGOs were interviewed for their opinions regarding the government's 
decision-making process. The involvement of diverse stakeholder groups acted as a 
triangulation process to enhance the validity and reliability of the research findings.  
For each category of interviewee an interview guide was developed (Appendix 5). 
3.4.3. Objective 3 
Objective 3 consisted of five tasks (Table 3.1): 
3.1. Identify and apply criteria to select the sanitation projects to be evaluated  
3.2. Identify and apply criteria for selecting research case studies 
3.3. Select the project locations 
3.4. Identify and apply criteria for selecting research case studies 
3.5. Justify and select informants/ participant criteria 
Objective 3 related to the distributive dimension of social justice. The distribution of Sanimas 
IDB projects were identified and analysed in terms of their spatial distribution in DKI Jakarta 
province at the kelurahan level. How the government of DKI Jakarta developed the criteria 
to identify the beneficiaries of the project was the main concern of Task 3.1. The DKI Jakarta 
Provincial Government determined the eligibility criteria for receiving a Sanimas IDB project, 
and these were outlined in the Sanitation White Book (Buku Putih Sanitasi). Kelurahans in 
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Jakarta were divided into four categories (red, yellow, green and blue). The category refers 
to state of sanitation risk where the colour respectively indicated the very high risk, high risk, 
low risk and very low risk (see figure 3.2). 
The spatial distribution of the Sanimas IDB projects formed the basis for selection criteria 
and processes used to determine the location of the case studies used in this research 
(Tasks 3.2 and 3.3). The criteria and processes for selecting the case studies were as 
follows:  
The developed criteria were: 
1. Representation of Fiscal Year. Sanimas IDB projects have been conducted from 
20149 until now (2019). The selection process for project beneficiaries was based on 
a technical guidebook and was conducted by a different field facilitator in each year 
of the project. Hence, inclusion of representatives from each year of the project was 
important to understand the dynamics of the sanitation project selection process. The 
selection of Sanimas IDB project beneficiaries was carried out each fiscal year (i.e. 
2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018). However, the selected beneficiaries of fiscal year 2017 
and 2018 were not included as there were no data available for the former and the 
exact locations (community sanitation group) for the later were not specified during 
the time-frame of this research; and 
2. Representation of eligibility based on Sanimas IDB project criteria. The eligible 
locations are the very high need and the high need (Chapter 6).  
3. Projects categorised as finished. To comprehend the whole selection processes it is 
important to include community sanitation groups that have finished the project. 
These groups can communicate and discuss the processes that took place in their 
communities.  
4. Number of locations at the kelurahan level. Kelurahans that had multiple community 
sanitation groups that received the project were prioritised.  
5. Willingness and convenience in accessing community.  
By applying the selection criteria above, initially five kelurahans (represented by one 
community sanitation group) were selected as cases for this research. However, due to the 
 
9 However, the selection of beneficiary was not started until 2015.  
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limited time available for field research, as well as unexpected events during the field 
research, the number of cases was reduced to four (Figure 3.2). In addition, one location 
had to be replaced because the informants were not willing to be included in the research.  
Tasks 3 and 4 refers to sampling concerns. Sampling in any research ‘requires prior 
knowledge of the phenomenon’ to ‘establish how ‘typical’ your sample is of the phenomenon 
alongside understanding the potential diversity, or variance, within the phenomenon’ (Flick, 
2014, p. 49). In addition, sampling also should be ‘theoretically informed’ (Denzin, 1989, p. 
73), as well as include practical considerations such as ‘access to the people, situations or 
materials’ (Flick, 2014, p. 33).  
Payne (2004, p. 134) defined key informants as:  
…those whose social positions in a research setting give them specialist knowledge 
about other people, processes or happenings that is more extensive, detailed or 
privileged than ordinary people, and who are therefore particularly valuable sources of 
information to a researcher, not least in the early stages of a project. 
Key informants can ‘occupy [a] formal position and authority’ and a ‘particular position in the 
society’ (Payne & Payne, 2004, p. 135) and they can also include people with no formal 
roles but who have ‘seen it all before’. 
…[s]uch people may sound like representatives of a counter-culture, but they may have 
that extra knowledge that we seek, by virtue of their personalities or place in the informal 
system, rather than their official positions. They may be less immediately visible, but 
their variant accounts help to round out data collection. They offer different views from 
the first set, because they represent different interest groups. (Payne & Payne, 2004, p. 
135) 
In this qualitative research a purposive sampling method such as snowballing (chain 
sampling) was used, as ‘more can be learned from intensively studying exemplary 
(information-rich) cases than can be learned from statistical depiction of what the average 
case is like’ (Patton, 2002a, p. 233-234). Informants or participants in this research were 
selected based on two criteria. First, the participant had to work for an institution 
(organisation) that had relevant responsibilities and authority in relation to the Sanimas IDB 
project based on the Jakarta governor's decree number 643 in 2016 regarding the 
establishment of the provincial project implementation unit for the Islamic Development 
Bank's community-based sanitation program in 2018-2019 (refer Chapter 4). 
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Figure 3. 2. Distribution of Sanimas IDB beneficiaries’ locations and the selected 
case study locations 
Source: Developed from Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta (2012) 
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Second, the people and institutions that were referred to as ‘valuable by a number of 
different informants’ (Patton, 2002, p. 237) were included. This included academics and 
people from NGOs and the community (Table 3.3). At the community level (community 
sanitation group), interviewees were selected based on their role in the Sanimas IDB project. 
There were four types of interviewees at this level: 1. People with knowledge (access) to 
information about the Sanimas IDB project; 2. People who were involved in the physical 
development of the project; 3. People who were passively involved in the project; and 4. 
People who knew the project but were not necessarily involved. Interviews conducted at the 
community level were focused on the participant’s perceptions in relation to the selection 
process. Their perceptions and the actual processes underpinning how they eventually were 
awarded the project were further developed in relation to the issue of power relations.  
The key informants with different backgrounds, while contributing to different aspects of the 
research, also aided in data triangulation. In addition to providing their knowledge, key 
informants also provided information about the other informants with specific or broader 
knowledge about Sanimas IDB or community sanitation in general and the means to contact 
them (phone number, address and even helping with meeting/interview arrangements). 
The interview selection process started with some key informants at provincial government 
level. They were identified by searching news reports and documents about sanitation 
programs. Those people were then interviewed and other informants at national, provincial 
and local level were identified through a snowballing process. 
The broad list of interviewees were contacted during the first fieldwork stage, but converged 
into a smaller number of core interviewees in the second round of fieldwork. The complete 
list of interviewees and their institutions is presented in Table 3.3. 
3.4.4. Objective 4 
Results on the distribution of sanitation projects at the kelurahan level indicated that there 
were gaps in the distribution of sanitation projects. The extreme form of this imbalance was 
reflected in the kelurahans that were selected to receive a sanitation project even though 
they were not eligible according to the relevant data. The non-compliance between selection 
criteria (Need) and selected locations and the imbalance in the distribution in the wider 
sanitation context and planning was further examined. This institutional analysis looked 
closely at what Shore and Wright (1997) termed the coherency of ‘policy fragments’, which 
included rhetoric, written documents, institutional mechanisms of decision-making and 
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service delivery, and people experienced in their interactions with street level bureaucrats. 
In doing so, formal political processes within government institutions and informal processes 
(the actual process at the implementation or community level) were the focus. 
The main task (Task 4.1) in Objective 4 was to identify political processes in terms of formal 
(within government institutions and regulations) and informal (the actual process at the 
implementation or community level) activities in relation to the provision of community 
sewerage. 
The identification of political processes was carried out by analysing the legal rules related 
to the procedures and main tasks as well as the division of the functions of the institutions 
involved in the IDB Sanimas project (formal). These were compared to the day to day 
applications (informal). How the actors perceived the regulations and their respective roles 
and authorities played an important role in the analysis. In addition to document analysis, 
data about political processes were mainly collected through interviews with government 
officials and the community. The data from interviews was then transcribed and analysed 
using content analysis, including the identification of themes. Three main themes were 
identified. The first was the normative processes i.e. the selection processes related to the 
identification of Sanimas IDB beneficiaries based on the legal-administrative regulations. 
The second was the perceived processes, which addressed the perceptions of actors in 
relation to how the selection processes should have been conducted. The third was the 
actual process to select beneficiaries.   
3.5. Limitations of the research 
In general, the limitations of any case study research involve the issues of reliability, validity, 
and generalizability (Merriam, 2009). However, those issues have different meanings in 
qualitative research: 
Validity does not carry the same connotations in qualitative research as it does in 
quantitative research; nor is it a companion of reliability (examining stability) or 
generalizability (the external validity of applying results to new settings, people, or 
samples. [emphasis added] (Creswell, 2013, p. 672). 
Some writers use the concepts of transparency, trustworthiness, authenticity and credibility 
as substitutes for validity and reliability in qualitative research. This refers to the efforts 
developed by the researcher to remain objective with the subject of the research (Creswell 
& Miller, 2000; Harreveld, Danaher, Lawson, Knight, & Busch, 2016; Lincoln, Lynham, & 
Guba, 2018) and to make sure that the reader can follow steps and procedures within the 
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research (Yin, 2013). Creswell (2013, p. 672) referred to qualitative validity and qualitative 
reliability as the means by which the researcher ‘checks for the accuracy of the findings by 
employing certain procedures’ and ‘indicates that the researcher’s approach is consistent 
across different researchers and different projects’ respectively’ (Creswell, 2013, p, 675).  
This thesis employed two types of triangulation i.e. method and data triangulation. The 
triangulation method used is the between-method triangulation (Denzin, 2017). This 
includes ‘combining methodologies as different as participant observation and survey 
research, for example, researchers can study processes under vastly differing assumptions, 
biases, and errors’ (Heath, 2001, p. 641). Different data collection methods were used in 
this thesis (i.e. document analysis, interviews and observations). Particular data, such as 
the processes of community involvement are available in the documents, stated by the 
interviewees and are also evident in the arrangements of the community sewerage 
infrastructure development. The analysis of three different sources of the data (based on its 
collection method) served as the triangulation process. In addition, the triangulation process 
was also conducted by contrasting different sources within each of the methods. This type 
of triangulation is defined as data triangulation (Denzin, 2017). This technique is evident in 
the interview method. Interviewees from different levels of government have different views 
and understandings of particular rules or processes. Different views on particular process 
e.g. community sewerage provision processes served as a method of triangulation.  
Although various efforts to maintain the validity and reliability of this research have been 
carried out through triangulation, member checking, clarifying possible biases, and 
presenting different (negative) data (among various strategies suggested by Creswell (2013) 
some limitations of the research are meaningful to put forward.  
While this research is intended to provide a concrete and detailed example of the ways in 
which power and values work in planning (termed as phronetic planning by Flyvbjerg (2004), 
the limitations of this research include: 
1. This research is about an ongoing project. The dynamics of power relations captured 
in this thesis can only—in a limited manner—extend to the overall Sanimas IDB 
project implementation. The dynamics related to the selection of Sanimas IDB 
locations vary each year based on the reflections undertaken by the project 
implementer. These include reflections on the shortcomings of the site selection 
process in the previous years, changes in the structures of implementing institutions 
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and actors and changes in nomenclature and rotation of officials in the Indonesian 
bureaucracy. However, since there will be no further selection of beneficiaries in 
2019, the selection processes identified in this research includes all relevant actors. 
Hence the results obtained are accurate to this point in time.   
2. The initial number of community sanitation groups (KSM) selected for this research 
was five KSM in five kelurahans. However, one case was eliminated as the 
community was not willing to be involved in this research. Other community groups 
were contacted to increase this number, but none of them were willing to be involved. 
The initial five KSMs were identified so as to be representative of each city in DKI 
Jakarta province. However, the distribution of Sanimas IDB was not relevant in 
relation to each city but rather to the each kelurahan’s state of sanitation. Thus the 
four selected KSMs were representative of the different categories of kelurahan 
based on their state of sanitation.  
3. While issues of corruption and abuse of authority were illuminated in this research, 
those issues were not explored given the level of sensitivity and difficulty in 
conducting such research. Nonetheless, a limited analysis of corruption was also 
included by making reference to previous specific studies related to corruption for 
similar programs that have been conducted previously. 
3.6. Conclusion 
Infrastructure development in the Global South’s urban areas has resulted in regional 
inequalities and marginalisation in certain areas. One such case is Jakarta, a city with poorly 
developed sanitation infrastructure, despite having a large population, and with slow 
infrastructure development. This chapter has described and justified the selected research 
method, addressed the research question and objectives, justified the case selection, and 
finally, outlined the flow of research and limitations. 
Jakarta is the capital of Indonesia where general infrastructure, compared to other province 
in Indonesia, can be assumed to be of a higher quality, but in the context of wastewater 
(sewerage) infrastructure this provision is at a very low level in Jakarta. All institutions and 
actors from the national to the local level are present in DKI Jakarta and this has resulted in 
intense relationships, communication and power relations.  
This research used three data collection techniques: document and archival record analysis; 
interviews; and observation. Different interviewees from national, provincial and local level 
 71 
were interviewed by means of semi-structured interviews. Data collected through those 
different techniques were analysed using content analysis, where data were organised into 
themes and descriptions. Furthermore, the themes and descriptions were interrelated, and 
meanings were interpreted.  
Concerns of validity and reliability or transparency, trustworthiness, authenticity, and 
credibility were addressed through triangulation processes and the documentation of 
research procedures in this chapter. Triangulation in this research included the use of 
different techniques in data collection and the involvement of diverse interviewees 
(stakeholders).  
The next chapter provides context in relation to infrastructure-planning governance in DKI 
Jakarta Province, enabling an analysis of the provision of community sewerage (Sanimas 
IDB project) in this city.  
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CHAPTER 4. JAKARTA ‘S SANITATION 
4.1. Introduction 
This chapter addresses Objective Two of the thesis (refer to Sections 1.3 and 3.2). It focuses 
on the development of sanitation in Jakarta, analyses the infrastructure-planning 
governance arrangements and assesses the values of social justice evident in this 
infrastructure provision. Most of the data and information used in this chapter comes from 
secondary data, however there is also some data from interviews with participants from 
national and provincial levels of government. Information from the interviewees is indicated 
by reference to the interviewee coding system, as outlined in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4).  
This chapter provides the context to the Sanimas IDB project in Jakarta. In this chapter, 
general aspects of DKI Jakarta Province are outlined (this section), including its special 
administrative position and other socio-cultural aspects. DKI Jakarta Province is usually a 
benchmark for other provinces. This analysis is followed by a general description in Section 
4.2 of the province focusing on the population and its definition as a megacity and later a 
discussion on kampungs (informal settlements), where issues of spatial inequality are most 
apparent. Section 4.3 analyses the state of sanitation with particular focus on the 
development of on-site and off-site wastewater management systems in the province. 
Section 4.4 focuses the analysis on the policy development and institutional structure in 
relation to the provision of wastewater infrastructure and management.  
The Capital City Special Region of Jakarta (Daerah Khusus Ibukota) — commonly referred 
to as DKI Jakarta, is the largest city of Indonesia and its vision is to be an ‘…exemplary city 
and city of ideals for all Indonesians that will fulfil ‘minimum international city requirements’ 
(Government of Indonesia, 1961). DKI Jakarta under the ‘old order’ (Orde Lama), as well as 
in the ‘new order’ (Orde Baru) and ‘reform order’ (Orde Reformasi) has been at the forefront, 
laying the ideals for Indonesian cities to emulate (Bunnell & Miller, 2011; Kusno, 2010, 2013; 
C. Silver, 2007).  
Compared to other provinces in Indonesia, DKI Jakarta receives large amounts of 
development resource inputs (Fitriandi, Kakinaka, & Kotani, 2014). Jakarta has the highest 
gross regional domestic product and the lowest levels of poverty and illiteracy in Indonesia 
(Kusharjanto & Kim, 2011; Vidyattama, 2013). Supported by the central government and 
concentrations of economic and human resources (Salim & Kombaitan, 2009), Jakarta has 
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grown beyond its administrative border forming the Jakarta Metropolitan Area (JMA) or as it 
is known locally, the Jabodetabek10 area (Firman, 1998, 2004, 2008, 2009). However, the 
most advanced city in Indonesia also has a poor reputation in terms of environmental 
sustainability (Steinberg, 2007) and social and economic sustainability (Akita & Pirmansah, 
2011; Dietrich, 2014; I. Wilson, 2017b). Jakarta’s infrastructure, in particular water and 
sanitation, is facing serious problems (Bakker, Kooy, Shofiani, & Martijn, 2008; Bricker, 
Tsubaki, Muhari, & Kure, 2014; Mochtar & Hino, 2006; Sedlar, 2016; Steinberg, 2007). In 
particular, the development of its sanitation infrastructure lags far behind other countries 
within the region and the ‘inequality is ever-persistent’ (Hellman, Thynell, & van Voorst, 
2018, p. 1).  
4.2. General description of Jakarta 
4.2.1. Jakarta, the megacity 
A discussion on DKI Jakarta is inseparable with the discussion of Jabodetabek (acronym for 
the area formed by Jakarta, Bogor, Depok, Tangerang, and Bekasi). The Jabodetabek, also 
referred to as the Greater Jakarta area, Mega-Urban Region (MUR) or Jakarta Metropolitan 
Area (JMA), is an agglomeration area that comprises of one provincial government area 
(DKI Jakarta), five cities (Kota Bogor, Depok, Tangerang Selatan, Tangerang and Bekasi) 
and three regencies (Kabupaten Bekasi, Bogor, and Tangerang) (Figure 4.1). The 
Jabodetabek area formed an ‘extensive urban agglomeration’ that still includes the desakota 
and rural area (Salim & Firman, 2011, p. 240). With a population of over 30 million people  
(Edelman & Gunawan, 2020; Winarso, Hudalah, & Firman, 2015), it is considered, not just 
as a megacity (cities with over 10 million residents), but as the largest metropolitan area in 
the Southeast Asia and ‘though beset with most of the urban problem experienced in the 
twentieth century Southeast Asia’ (Rukmana, 2008, p. 263). The main driver of spatial 
development of the greater Jakarta is the need for land (for housing and industry) to support 
the economic development of Jakarta city in the competition among the global cities in Asia 
(Firman, 1998, 2004; Hudalah & Firman, 2012; Rukmana, 2015; Salim & Firman, 2011). 
From the 1990s, the development of the outskirt area of Jakarta has taken the form of mainly 
large ‘industrial estates, large-scale subdivisions and new towns’ (Rukmana, 2015, p. 9). 
This expansion of housing estates and new towns ‘reveals how patterns of domination and 
 
10 Abbreviation of (Ja)karta, (Bo)gor, (De)pok, (Ta)ngerang and (B)ekasi 
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the production of inequality persist’ in the development of Jabodetabek. (Thynell, 2018, p. 
16). The most visible displays of inequality in regard to the development of new town and 
gated community in Jabodetabek is through the material layer of the ‘emplaced inequality’ 
where (e.g) infrastructure and services are in staggering differences with the surrounding 
areas (Roitman & Recio, 2020, p. 5).  
Jabodetabek area, like its parent city (Jakarta), spatially developed almost without 
complying with planning regulations (Firman, 1997). Urban areas developed randomly with 
the provision of fragmented urban facilities and infrastructure. Modern housing areas or new 
towns were built with all the utilities, including wastewater treatment infrastructure, while 
other areas were developing in an unplanned organic form with limited urban facilities and 
infrastructure (Makmuri, 2017). The spatial development of the Jakarta outskirt area 
(Bodetabek) is an expansion of problems associated with the core area e.g. in the form of 
ecological deterioration (Henny & Meutia, 2014), inequal access to urban infrastructure and 
social inequality (Winarso, 2011).  
 
Figure 4. 1. Map of Jabodetabek 
Source: Modified from https://id.maps-jakarta.com/jabodetabek-peta (Accessed 
12/04/2020) 
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The importance of Jabodetabek area is related to its economic position which attract 
domestic as well as foreign investment (Firman & Fahmi, 2017; Rukmana, Fahmi, & Firman, 
2018). Additionally, there are several laws and regulations enacted by the government to 
ensure integrated growth of the whole megacity. The spatial relationship between the areas 
is not only because the area is, from ecological perspective, situated in two watersheds 
(Ciliwung and Cisadane)—which means the area is connected by a natural ecosystem 
system—but also in terms of economic and demographic links (Tarigan, 2017). The outskirt 
area (bodetabek) is considered spill-catching areas where the need for land, houses and 
cheap labor are provided (Herlambang, Leitner, Tjung, Sheppard, & Anguelov, 2019).  
4.2.2. DKI Jakarta Province 
DKI Jakarta Province is part of Jabodetabek and has a land area of 662.33 km2 and an 
ocean area of 6,977.5 km2 (Figure 4.2). The topography is generally flat with an average 
height of approximately seven meters above sea level (Marfai, Sekaranom, & Ward, 2015; 
Tambunan, 2017; van der Wulp, Dsikowitzky, Hesse, & Schwarzbauer, 2016). The northern 
part of the province is limited by a 35 km beach, which serves as an estuary for nine rivers 
and two canals. There are 13 rivers flowing through Jakarta and 73 reservoirs (situ) with a 
total area of 155.40 ha (Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012).  
DKI Jakarta Province has five administrative municipalities (i.e. South Jakarta, East Jakarta, 
Central Jakarta, West Jakarta and North Jakarta) and one administrative district, namely 
Kepulauan Seribu (Table 4.1). The administrative area contains sub-districts and 
kelurahans. The smallest government unit is the neighbourhood group (Rukun 
Tetangga/RT) and the community group (Rukun Warga), which are at the community level 
(see footnote 5 in Chapter 3 and Sub-section 3.3.5).  
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Table 4.1. Area and division of regional administration by municipality/administrative 
district in 2010 
Municipality/ 
Administrative District 
Area 
(Km2) 
Number of 
sub-districts 
Number of 
Kelurahan 
Kepulauan Seribu 8,70 2 6 
South Jakarta 141,27 10 65 
East Jakarta  188,03 10 65 
Central Jakarta  48,13 8 44 
West Jakarta  129,54 8 56 
North Jakarta  146,66 6 31 
Total DKI Jakarta 666,33 44 267 
Source: Governor decree No.171/2007 
 
Jakarta’s population increased rapidly by 4.7% per year from 1971-1980, but decreased by 
2.7% per year from 1980-1990. From 1990-2000 the percentage of population growth 
decreased to 0.15%, and in the period of 2000-2010 it increased again by around 1.6%. 
Despite the dynamics in terms of yearly growth, the total population has increased over time 
(Figure 4.3), although with a period of slow growth during the krismon (the monetary crisis) 
period of 1997 (Figure 4.3). In 2015, 40% of Indonesia’s population experienced the lowest 
state of welfare (in general it is associated with the poor), with 9.7% of this population located 
in DKI Jakarta (Pemerintah Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2017).  
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Figure 4. 2. DKI Jakarta province and the surrounding areas, Indonesia 
Source: Developed from Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta (2012) 
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Figure 4. 3. DKI Jakarta population growth, 1961 - 2018 
Source: Databoks (2020)  
 
Population density in Jakarta is among the highest in the world. The average density is 
15,212/km2. The most densely populated area is Central Jakarta, followed by West Jakarta, 
South Jakarta, East Jakarta and North Jakarta (Table 4.2).  
Table 4. 2. DKI Jakarta population density, 2018 
 
Municipality/ 
Administrative District 
Area 
(km2) 
Population Density 
(/km2) 
Kepulauan Seribu 8.70 24,130 2,774 
South Jakarta 141.27 2,246,140  15,900 
East Jakarta 188.03 2,916,020   15,508 
Central Jakarta 48.13  924,690 19,212 
West Jakarta 129.54 2,559,360   19,757 
North Jakarta 146.66 1,797,290 12,255 
DKI Jakarta 662.33  10,467,630  15,804 
Source: Central Bureau of Statistics DKI Jakarta Province (2019) 
Jakarta has many kampungs, or settlements characterised by heterogeneous communities 
living in urban areas where adequate basic infrastructure and public facilities are not 
available. This type of settlement dominates the city. It is estimated that 60-70% of Jakarta’s 
population resides in kampungs (Grant, Liu, & Ye, 2018; Steinberg, 2007), although 
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McCarthy (2003) estimated this to be 20-25%, with an additional 4-5% of people squatting, 
mostly in the riverbanks11. Kampungs co-exist with high rise developments and ‘constitute 
part of the imaginary of Jakarta’ (Hellman et al., 2018, p. 7). However, in most cases 
kampungs experience a lack of infrastructure and a range of environmental problems 
(Cybriwsky, 2001; Steinberg, 2007) including: 
…air pollution due to vehicular, industrial and emissions and informal waste burning, 
unclean drinking water, pollution from solid, liquid and hazardous wastes, mercury 
pollution of seawater, seawater intrusion, disappearing mangrove forests, poorly 
maintained parks, noise pollution and the widespread menace of insects and 
mosquitoes…(Steinberg, 2007, p. 361) 
The lack of basic urban infrastructure in Jakarta’s kampungs includes sewerage, piped 
water, electricity and accessible roads (Rukmana, 2018a; Supriatna & van der Molen, 2014). 
It has long been understood that the residents independently carry out the development of 
most of basic infrastructure in Jakarta’s kampungs (McCarthy, 2003). This lack of basic 
services, in addition to legal tenure issues, has been given as a reason for the removal of 
kampungs (Tilley, Elias, & Rethel, 2019).  
Studies on inequality that refer to Jakarta mostly discuss contradictory conditions between 
informal settlements (kampungs) and formal settlements (I. Wilson, 2017a). One of the most 
important problems in relation to inequality is the provision of infrastructure and wastewater 
services (other than water, electricity and health) (Makmuri, 2017). 
 
Kampung is usually define as ‘irregular settlements’ (Kusno, 2019) where ‘adequate basic 
infrastructure and public facility are not available’ (Silas, 1983 cited in Poerbo 2001, p. 150), 
developed spontaneously ‘…without planning guidance or regulations (building 
codes)…(Yoshimura & Fernandez, 2001, p. 2) and ‘…steadily grown on its own courses, 
unplanned…’ (Darrundono, 2005, p. 15). In addition to its material and spatial appearances, 
kampung is also depicted as a place where social relations developed to support the socio-
economic life of the place and its people, through 'non-bank savings groups (arisans), food 
sharing, collective fundraising for medical costs, social groups providing mutual aid, social 
care, and simply togetherness' (Leitner & Sheppard, 2018, p. 4). Although often described 
as a social unit that stress the cooperative nature of living and the importance of socio-
 
11 There is no single definition for kampung, with some authors referring to neighbourhood and village, and 
others referring to informal settlements. This explains the different figures for the population living in kampung 
in Jakarta.  
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cultural and economic  equality, however the kampung is also inseparable from personal 
interests (self-interest) and the power hierarchy  articulates with the 'capitalist market 
exchange ... [that] attempts to monetize [kampung] (Leitner & Sheppard, 2018, p. 4) as well 
as with the state (Kusno, 2015; Simone, 2014). Furthermore, Kusno (2015, p. 54) states that 
'the force of the vernacular environment or kampung is one of the forces that has contributed 
to the 'constituting the power of the city' together with 'the creative destruction of capitalism, 
[and] the violence of state categories in managing population'.  
 
Kampung, through its actors perform various maneuvers to negotiate their interests in front 
of the power of state and capital, resulted in the continuation (survival) of kampung as a 
spaces and socio-cultural construction as well as legal-administrative entity in Jakarta. 
Kampung refers to as an intermediary space of urban and rural space, a  'middling urbanism' 
(Kusno, 2019). In addition to maintaining their distinctive socio-cultural-economic network, 
the kampung community also at the same time aspire for a more formal form of area, 
especially related to the availability of facilities and infrastructure (Kusno, 2012, 2015, 2019). 
Various projects to improve the condition of the kampung such as the kampung 
improvement program (KIP) or the Muhammad Husni Thamrin (MHT) project in DKI Jakarta 
were well accepted and implemented by the kampung’s population.  
4.3. Sanitation provision in Jakarta  
This section analyses the current state of Jakarta’s sanitation. It examines the coverage of 
sewerage in DKI Jakarta and includes the more common on-site systems as well as the off-
site systems. Sanitation statistics in Jakarta show contradicting information. For example, 
while the coverage of wastewater management (both systems) is stated as high, other 
environmental health indicators would suggest otherwise. Pollution of ground and surface 
water has occurred across Jakarta. Almost all water bodies have experienced pollution at 
medium to high levels (Dsikowitzky et al., 2017; Luo et al., 2019; Steinberg, 2007; Yudo, 
2011, 2018).  
With regard to wastewater, the majority of Jakarta’s population (93%) has access to 
wastewater disposal facilities, in the form of a septic tank (conventional and modified), 
individual treatment system, advanced treatment system, or central sewerage system (BPS, 
2012) (Figure 4.4). Jakarta Province has the highest sanitation coverage in Indonesia. The 
majority of Jakarta’s population uses on-site sanitation in the form of septic tanks to manage 
their wastewater (BPS, 2012).  
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Low coverage of improved sanitation causes about 0.3 million tons of human faeces and 
two million tons of urine to be released into surrounding water bodies each year in Jakarta 
(Water and Sanitation Program East Asia and the Pacific & World Bank Office Jakarta, 
2008). All rivers in Jakarta and most of its ground water are highly contaminated (75% and 
70% respectively) (ADB, 2012). In addition, more than 60% of wells sampled in a WSP-EAP 
study in 2004 were contaminated with E. coli, despite the majority of the wells being 
classified as protected (Napitupulu & Hutton, 2008). Furthermore, in 2006 the Jakarta 
Environmental Monitoring Agency (BPLHD Jakarta) estimated that 80% of deep wells were 
contaminated with E. coli (Water and Sanitation Program East Asia and the Pacific & World 
Bank Office Jakarta, 2008).  
Management of wastewater in Jakarta is based on two systems, on-site (i.e. including the 
use of septic tanks) and off-site systems at the city scale and community scale (Section 5.1). 
Further development of the sewerage system is to be directed at the off-site system12 
because the city’s high population density means that the on-site system is increasingly 
ineffective, especially in preventing groundwater pollution (Dsikowitzky et al., 2017). 
Figure 4. 4. Percentage sewerage system use, by type, in Jakarta 
Source: BPS (2012) 
 
12 Governor Regulation number 41/2016. 
On-site (septic 
tank) 
conventional and 
modification , 
64%
Off-site (individual 
treatment system 
and advance 
treatment system), 
25%
Off-site (central 
sewerage 
system), 4%
Untreated (slum …
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On-site sanitation is the dominant type of sewerage treatment used by Jakarta population. 
A recent study (Zahra, 2018) stated that 71% of the population uses toilets with septic tanks 
(this figure was 64% in the 2012, refer to Figure 4.4) as their means to manage wastewater 
(mainly in the form of black water, since grey water is typically channelled directly to 
drainage lines or rivers). Most of the existing septic tanks are insufficient, do not meet 
relevant technical requirements or lack regular desludging and maintenance (Gazali, Riani, 
& Kurniawan, 2006; F. Mills, Blackett, & Tayler, 2014). Effective sewage management can 
be accessed by only 3-4% of Jakarta’s population(City Resilience Program, n.d.; JICA, 
1991; Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012; Said, 2018; World Bank, 1994) and there 
is no data available on the number of communal sewerage systems (community scale 
sewerage).  
The Jakarta sewerage system (JSS) has limited coverage and low numbers of customers 
due to limited resources and authority. The system is located only in the Setia Budi and 
Manggarai areas (Figure 4.5). An interviewee (GO II.8) from PD PAL Jaya, the operator of 
JSS, stated that the institution has no authority to expand the coverage and does not have 
sufficient resources to expand the number of customers. The small number of households 
connected to the sewerage system is at odds with the capacity of the sewerage system. A 
USAID (2006) study stated that Jakarta used 12% and 30% of its sewer and plant capacity 
respectively13, while Sirait (2016) indicated that there was 98% idle capacity. This condition 
is ascribed to several factors including, low awareness of the household owners, low budget 
provided for house connections from the local government and no law enforcement (USAID, 
2006; World Bank, 2013b). In addition, most of the office and commercial buildings in 
Jakarta have several problems with their wastewater management, with most of their 
wastewater treatment plants not meeting the regulations and hence their outcomes are not 
complying with government standards (Rahardjo & Widayat, 2016). Prathiwi (2010) stated 
that of 114 office and commercial buildings in Jakarta, more than 50% had no wastewater 
facilities. 
The low coverage of the existing Jakarta sewerage system and the idle capacity of the 
wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) and sewer network are at odds with past efforts to 
develop the system.  Since 1969 the Jakarta city government has initiated efforts to improve 
 
13 At national level, the figure is equally low, with only 47% of the wastewater treatment plant and 50% of the 
sewer network being used.  
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the general state of sanitation, when the well-cited and worldwide replicated Muhammad 
Husni Thamrin program (Program MHT) or Kampung Improvement Program (KIP) was 
launched (Ernawati, Santosa, & Setijanti, 2013; Funo, Yamamoto, & Silas, 2002; Tunas & 
Darmoyono, 2014). In addition, the Jakarta government also developed three different 
master plans (Table 4.3) to manage wastewater.  
In the early 1970s, the Jakarta Sewerage and Sanitation Project (JSSP) was the first 
initiative, in response to a World Bank recommendation (World Bank, 1983a) that the 
Indonesian Government develop a master plan for wastewater management. Funded by the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) with the World Health Organisation 
(WHO) as the executing agency, the project proposed to ‘take account of the 
interrelationship between sewerage, water supply, drainage and solid waste disposal [and 
develop a] phased construction of a conventional water-borne sewerage system, 
discharging the untreated sewage into the Java Sea’ (World Bank, 1983b, p. 8). Initiated in 
1972, the master plan was completed in 1977 (World Bank, 1994). The proposed master 
plan was not implemented based on its high cost and failure to justify the need for a 
conventional water-borne sewerage system (World Bank, 1983b). 
Table 4. 3. Master Plans for Wastewater Management in DKI Jakarta 
 
Name of Master plan Year Loan 
Jakarta Sewerage and Sanitation Project 
(JSSP): 
Jakarta Sewerage Sanitation Project I (1983-
1991) or the Setia Budi Pilot Project  
1977 
1983 
 
UNDP & 
WHO 
IBRD 
 
Urban Drainage and Wastewater Disposal 
Project (1991-1995)  
1991 JICA 
The Project for Capacity Development of 
Wastewater Sector Through Reviewing 
the Wastewater Management Master Plan In 
DKI Jakarta In the Republic Of Indonesia 
2012 JICA 
 
Source: World Bank (1983, 1993, 1994), and JICA (2018) 
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Figure 4. 5. The existing and planned centralised wastewater network in Jakarta  
Source: Pokja Sanitasi (2012) 
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In 1979 the Indonesian Government and World Bank agreed on a different approach to 
developing the sewerage system, stating that:  
[a] technological approach should be a combination of sewerage, drainage and 
sanitation works, including a reliance on the continued use of septic tanks, pit privies 
and other low cost measures to improve sanitation. (World Bank, 1983b, p. 8) 
A small pilot project approach was agreed upon and undertaken in Setia Budi and Tebet. 
The project was to be completed in 1987 but was not finalised until 1991. However, most of 
the infrastructure development had been scaled down. The remainder of the project 
(sewerage) representing about 48% of the total was planned to be completed by another 
project (Jabodetabek14 Urban Development Program II & III) with another loan from the 
World Bank (World Bank, 1993).  
The existing Setia Budi sewerage system was the result of the JSSP I project and remains 
the only piped centralised system in Jakarta to date. The project results were considered to 
be poor (unsatisfactory): ‘the physical, environmental and public health objectives of the 
project were not achieved due to inappropriate design, poor implementation and 
procurement problems‘ (World Bank, 1993, p. ii). An interviewee (GO II.8), who worked as 
a technical consultant on that project, expressed his astonishment that the wastewater pipe 
network in Setia Budi was actually operational. He thought that the project would stop at the 
installation of underground pipes and would never really be operational. Even though in 
1987 the Indonesian Government developed an autonomous sewerage entity (Waste Water 
Management Agency/Badan Pengelola Air Limbah) and further developed it into a semi-
private enterprise (Municipal Wastewater Management Company of DKI 
Jakarta/Perusahaan Daerah Pengelolaan Air Limbah DKI Jakarta – PD PAL Jaya), the 
development of sewerage systems was stagnant. There was no significant development in 
the number of customers or coverage of the area served (GO II.8).  
In 1991, another master plan was developed by the Indonesian Government with assistance 
from the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA). The project to develop the master 
plan was called the Urban Drainage and Wastewater Disposal Project in the City of Jakarta 
and was funded by JICA and the study was undertaken by Pacific Consultants International 
 
14 See footnote no. 9 
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and Nippon Koei Co. Ltd from September 1989 to December 1990. The master plan 
(referred to as the old master plan) was never implemented.  
Currently, the Jakarta government, with support from the national government and JICA is 
developing a plan to expand the coverage of the centralised off-site sewerage system. The 
plan will cover the whole Jakarta area in 14 new zones, in addition to one existing zone15. 
The Jakarta government also developed a community-based sanitation plan (Sanimas), of 
which Sanimas IDB was a part (Chapter 5). In this approach, the DKI Jakarta Government 
set a target that each kelurahan in Jakarta would have at least five communal sewerage 
systems by 2017 when the project was expected to end (Puspa, 2016). There are no data 
available to verify if the program reached its target. 
In addition, in 2017 DKI Jakarta was involved in the ‘City without slum’ program (kota tanpa 
Kumuh/KOTAKU). KOTAKU is part of a national program called the 100-0-100 movement 
(Gerakan 100-0-100) meaning 100% access to water, 0 slums and 100% access to 
improved sanitation. The KOTAKU is related to the zero slum and aimed to increase access 
to basic infrastructure and services in slum areas (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya – 
Direktorat Pengembangan Kawasan Permukiman, 2016, n.d.).  
4.4. Governance arrangement 
Management of wastewater (and sanitation in general) in Indonesia cannot be separated 
from the context of the changing governance regime, from the authoritarian system with a 
centralized administration system to a more democratic system with a decentralized system 
(Table 4.4). In terms of policies and institutions, the Indonesian Government has established 
the preconditions needed to build effective sanitation infrastructure and meet the needs of 
the population (Hawkins, Blackett, & Heymans, 2017). Governance in the new era is 
characterised by increasing democratic and participative development of the wastewater 
sector (Asian Development Bank, 2017; Eales, Blackett, Siregar, & Febriani, 2013; Mitchell, 
Ross, & Abeysuriya, 2015; Roosmini & Rahmawati, 2012; USAID, 2006; World Bank, 
2013b). The problems associated with the lack of management of wastewater and the 
adverse effects of poor wastewater management in the previous era have been identified 
and recent development has taken place at a more practical level, namely at the local city 
 
15 Governor Regulation number 41/2016. 
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or municipality level and through community participation. In addition, local government 
initiatives to seek funding from donors is highly valued and facilitated.  
However, recent policy development and institutional arrangements are often criticized as 
being dominated by overlapping authorities and insufficient human resources. At the local 
level, criticism is also directed at overlapping authorities and sanitation planning, as reflected 
in position of the city sanitation strategy (strategi sanitasi kota/SSK) within the city/regency 
administration. Designed and developed as a comprehensive strategic city/regency-wide 
sanitation plan, the SSK is generally not implemented since the local decision-makers ‘did 
not approve [the] proposed local government budget (Anggaran Pendapatan dan Belanja 
Daerah/APBD) funding for activities related to air limbah [wastewater] (Chong et al., 2016, 
p. 68). In addition, local human resources (government staff) lack the capacity and 
competence to coordinate sanitation service planning and delivery, and staffing 
arrangements (including staff rotations in the local government) have hampered outcomes 
(Chong et al., 2016).  
Table 4. 4. Governance arrangements (1971 – 1998 era to 1998 to present era) and 
implications for wastewater management 
 
Elements 19971 – 1998 1998 to present 
Character Implication Character Implication 
Governance 
regime 
Autocracy Sanitation is of central 
government concern  
Sanitation not 
considered as important  
Sanitation as individual 
matter 
Democracy The division of 
authority between 
different level of 
government  
Participation 
Role of 
government 
Provider Poorly implemented Enabler Central government to 
triggering, develop 
pilot project 
Local government to 
participate and scale-
up 
Budgetary system Central 
government 
allocation 
Stipulated by central 
government  
Local own 
revenues and 
transfers from 
the central 
government 
Shared financing, 
including citizen 
(community 
participation) 
Administrative rule Centralisation Concentration of 
development resources 
Decentralisati
on 
Division of roles and 
responsibilities 
Coordination 
Decision-making 
process 
Top-down Decision made by 
central government and 
applied by the local 
government 
Top-down and 
Bottom-up 
Local government 
decide and implement 
it own plan.  
Community 
participation 
Source: Adapted from Fulazzaky (2014) 
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The Indonesian law on decentralisation, Law No. 32/2004, which was replaced by Law No. 
23/2014 on regional development, provides the general context regarding the division of 
authority between the central and regional governments in relation to sanitation matters. 
According to this law, local governments, in comparison to other levels of government, have 
greater authority and responsibility in planning, financing, implementing and managing 
regional and/or local infrastructure services, including sanitation. Government Regulation 
Peraturan Pemerintah No. 38/2007 clarifies the roles and responsibilities for infrastructure 
provision between central, provincial, and local governments, while the role of business 
entities is outlined in Government Regulation No. 16/2005 and Presidential Decree No. 
67/2005. Overall, these laws identify the roles, responsibilities, rules, and procedures for the 
sub-national government to involve the participation of the private sector in service utilities 
including water supply and sanitation within a public–private partnership (PPP) scheme. 
Presidential Decrees No. 13/2010 and No. 56/2011 further clarify issues related to PPP 
procurement.  
At national level, the Ministry of National Development Planning/National Development 
Planning Agency (Kementerian PPN/Bappenas) through the National Water Supply and 
Environmental Sanitation Working Group (Pokja AMPL) hold the coordination role for water 
and sanitation development. However, Bappenas’s ability to coordinate:  
…relies on negotiation, rather than command and control. It is therefore dependent on 
the interest and personality of the senior civil servants involved across the various 
ministries/ departments, as well as the relationships and experience of mid-level staff, 
who are frequently rotated at both national and district levels (Mason,  2018, p.13). 
Other ministries, such as the Ministry of Public Works and Public Housing in particular, hold 
de facto power over the investment budget (Mason, 2018). 
There is a range of institutions involved in sanitation governance at the national, provincial, 
district and kelurahan levels (Figure 4.6). At national level, the National Working Group on 
Water and Sanitation (Pokja AMPL) is an ad hoc institution formed in 1997 as a forum for 
communication and coordination in the development of drinking water and sanitation.  
 
The Pokja AMPL aims to improve coordination between government institutions responsible 
for the development of all stages of water and sanitation (including planning, 
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation). It coordinates with eight ministries and 
institutions (Figure 4.6), which are in fields related to the generic function of the institution. 
The Ministry of Health and the Ministry of Education and Culture, for example, are placed in 
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the field of advocacy and policy socialization, while the Ministry of Home Affairs has a 
greater role in the institutional, partnership and community empowerment fields. The main 
tasks of Pokja AMPL are to: 
1. Prepare policy 
2. Develop water and sanitation strategies and programs  
3. Coordinate and control the implementation of water development, and 
4. Disseminate information on water and sanitation 
 
Within this management framework, the operationalization in the form of division of roles 
and responsibilities between the different levels of government is outlined in Law number 
23/2014 of the Regional Government (Tables 4.5 and 4.6).  
Table 4. 5. Role of government in wastewater management 
Source: Law number 23/2014 on the Regional Government 
 
Table 4.6. Support provided by the central government to local government  
Type of support  
• Preparation of Master Plan for Domestic Wastewater Management 
• Site determination and land preparation for Domestic Wastewater Treatment Installation (IPALD) 
and Integrated Wastewater Treatment Installation (IPLT) 
• Preparation for Detailed Engineering Design Document for IPALD and IPLT, and transfer knowledge 
• Assistance for IPALD and IPLT operations 
• Assistance for regulatory preparation and institutional establishment 
• Assistance for preparation and implementation of integrated sludge scheduled service (LLTT) 
• Development of IPALD (min 150 household connections) 
• Development and Rehabilitation of IPLT 
Source: Law number 23/2014 on the Regional Government 
 
In terms of the off-site approach (centralised pipe systems) there are further specific tasks 
allocated between different levels of government (Table 4.7).  
Central Government Provincial 
Government 
Regency/City 
Government 
• Establishment of a national Domestic 
Wastewater Management System (SPALD); 
• Management and development of Domestic 
Wastewater Management System (SPALD) 
across provinces 
• Management and development of Domestic 
Wastewater Management System (SPALD) for 
national strategic importance 
Management and 
development of 
regional domestic 
wastewater systems 
(across-
regencies/municipalit
ies) 
Management and 
development of regional 
domestic wastewater 
systems within 
regencies/municipalities 
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Figure 4. 6. Sanitation governance in Indonesia 
Source: developed base on  De La Harpe (2009)
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Table 4. 7. Role and responsibilities of each level of government in the provision of 
sewerage infrastructure 
 
Source: Law number 23/2014 of the Regional Government 
At the Jakarta provincial level there are complex institutional arrangements in relation to the 
management of wastewater (Table 4.8). This includes institutions that are involved in policy 
making and implementation as well as semi-private enterprises (PD PAL Jaya) and 
individual and private companies that also take part in the deliveries of wastewater 
management.  
Indonesian wastewater sector management has been marked as low coverage and slow in 
development (Cameron, Olivia, & Shah, 2019; Komarulzaman, Smits, & de Jong, 2017; 
Patunru, 2015; UTS-ISF, n.d.; Water and Sanitation Program, 2015a, 2015b; World Bank, 
2013b; World Bank & AusAID, 2013). The under performance of the sector is attributed to 
many factors e.g. lack of political support, very low budget allocation (from central and local 
government) (UNICEF, 2016), lack of institutional and human resource capacity. The crucial 
point in Indonesia’s wastewater development and management are governance and 
institutional arrangement.  As indicated in Figure 4.6 there is large number of stakeholders 
from national to local level government, in addition to private and civil society organisation 
involved in the provision of sanitation. In addition, Tables 4.5 and 4.6 show the division of 
responsibilities reflecting the decentralisation of functions and processes where the central 
government institutions focus on the development of policy, setting the standard and 
capacity building, and the sanitation planning, development, financing and management of 
the infrastructure are the local government responsibility (World Bank, 2013b; World Bank 
& AusAID, 2013). However, the application of the governance and institutional arrangements 
are not evident in the actual development of sanitation or wastewater infrastructure 
 Central Government Provincial Government 
Regency/ 
Municipality 
City scale Construction of domestic 
wastewater treatment plant 
(IPALD); Pump station; 
Reticulation pipes (service pipes 
and lateral pipes) 
Land; Lateral pipe; House 
inlet; Operation and 
Management 
Household 
connection 
Settlement 
scale 
Construction of domestic 
wastewater treatment plant 
(IPALD); Pump station; 
Reticulation pipes (service pipes 
and lateral pipes) 
Land; Lateral pipe; House 
inlet; Operation and 
Management 
Household 
connection 
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provision. Even though at the operational level there is a clear division of tasks and 
responsibilities, as shown in Tables 4.5-4.7, the absence of a coordinated and (at the same 
time) single responsible institution in the planning and development of sanitation 
infrastructure is considered to be the main cause of ineffective efforts to build systems and 
infrastructure sanitation in Indonesia (Chong et al., 2016; Colin, Wibowo, Keetelaar, Utomo, 
& I.C., 2008; Mitchell, Ross, Puspowardoyo, & Wedahuditama, 2016; Ross, Abeysuriya, 
Mikhailovich, & Mitchell, 2014; World Bank & AusAID, 2013). 
In the decentralisation context, local governments have been determined to prioritise the 
implementation of mandatory basic services, including the construction of sanitation 
infrastructure (Kurniasih, 2015 1224). The role of each level of government in the provision 
of wastewater infrastructure provision and management has been clearly and specifically 
defined (Tables 4.5- 4.7). Despite the roles and responsibilities been clearly allocated, the 
priorities set by local governments to provide basic services can vary. In many cases, local 
governments have not placed the construction of wastewater infrastructure as a priority. This 
is reflected in, among other things, the fact that most efforts to develop wastewater 
infrastructure and management are carried out through external funds such as foreign aid 
(whether managed through the central government or directly by the local government) as 
well as the allocation of special funds (DAK) from the central government. Moreover, the 
dominance of the budget from the central government is reflected in the focus of the WWTP 
facility development efforts per se (see division of roles in Tables 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7), while 
efforts to connect the source of wastewater (houses) to the WWTP facility have been very 
low. A World Bank report shows that in 12 cities in Indonesia most of the 'treatment plants 
[WWTP] are less than 50 percent utilized and [sludge] collection efficiency in some cities is 
as low as 30 percent, with only Bandung and Jakarta achieving cost recovery' (World Bank 
& AusAID, 2013, p. viii) and 'the rate of increasing connections has been extremely slow' 
(World Bank & AusAID, 2013, p. 9). 
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Table 4. 8. Institutional map of the sanitation sector in Jakarta 
 
Local policy 
& strategy 
Infrastructure development and service delivery 
 
Sewerage 
& water 
treatment 
Sludge 
treatment 
Communal 
toilets 
SANIMAS (Urban 
community 
sanitation) 
Households 
toilets and 
septic tanks 
Local government departments       
Bappeda X      
Departement of Public Works (Cipta Karya/PU) X      
Municipal Cleaning Agency (Dinas Kebersihan) X      
Environmental Services Agency (Dinas Lingkungan Hidup) X      
Environment Watch Body (BPLHD) X      
Water Resources Agency (Dinas Sumberdaya Air) X    X X 
Spatial Planning Agency (Dinas Tata Ruang) X      
Department of Housing and Local Government Building (Dinas 
Perumahan dan Gedung Pemerintah Daerah) 
X      
Department of Empowerment, Child Protection and Population 
Control (Dinas Pemberdayaan, Perlindungan Anak dan 
Pengendalian Penduduk) 
    X  
Neighbourhood administrative unit (RT/RW)    X X  
Local government enterprise       
PD PAL Jaya (Sewerage utilities  X X   X 
Non-government enterprise       
Individuals/private companies    X    
NGOs    X X  
Community groups    X X  
Individual/household      X 
 
Note: Sludge removal (currently [year] there are 43 Individuals/private companies with business licenses from the Sanitation Department) 
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4.5. Conclusion 
 
Addressing objective two of the thesis, this chapter focused on the development of sanitation 
infrastructure in Jakarta and analyses the infrastructure-planning governance arrangements 
and evaluates the values of social justice evident in this infrastructure provision. The DKI 
Jakarta province has special administrative and socio, economic as well as cultural position 
in Indonesia. As the capital city of the state, it held status as the capital city special region 
(Daerah Khusus Ibukota/DKI). As the primary city of Indonesia, it received the largest 
amount of development resources input. However, it also has poor reputation in terms of 
environmental sustainability and development of sanitation infrastructure in particular. With 
the highest population density in the country, and among the highest in the world, DKI 
Jakarta facing the inadequate provision of most of its basic urban infrastructure (e.g. water, 
electricity and wastewater) particularly in areas defined as kampung which comprised 60-
70% of the city area. Most of kampung’s urban utilities were developed in fragmental fashion 
by the community. This mode of provision is vividly evident in the provision of sanitation 
infrastructure. The majority of the population uses the individual (on-site) toilet with septic 
tanks as the way to manage the wastewater. In total, it was claimed that more the 90% of 
Jakarta’s population have access to the better wastewater disposal facilities. However, the 
high level of access to wastewater management does not necessarily mean better sanitation 
conditions in general. All water bodies in Jakarta is defined as heavily contaminated. Within 
this background sanitation sector has begun to get serious attention from the government, 
although it is not reflected in the budget allocation, where most of related initiatives were 
dominated by foreign donor funds.  
DKI Jakarta has developed two main strategies in developing the sanitation i.e. the off-site 
and on-site strategies. The first is directed towards development of the citywide, settlement 
and specific scales sewerage and the second consists of individual and communal 
management. Since the development of the first is a long-term strategy the government is 
promoting the efforts to build a communal system as a short-term and medium-term target. 
Even though the off-site system is considered as an ideal management system for Jakarta, 
given its population density and insufficiency of the on-site system, this system can only be 
accessed by 3-4% of DKI Jakarta residents. The Jakarta sewerage system managed by a 
provincial government-owned company operates far below its maximum capacity. Only 12% 
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of the sewer capacity is used while the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) capacity used 
is only 30%. Starting in 2019, the government of Indonesia and DKI Jakarta are building a 
new WWTP network which is planned to serve 90% of the population and citywide area by 
2035. The low coverage of the existing Jakarta sewerage system and the idle capacity of 
the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) and sewer network are at odds with past efforts to 
develop the system. The system has been initiated since 1969 and in 1977 Jakarta 
developed the masterplan for Jakarta Sewerage System and Sanitation Project. In addition, 
two other master plans were developed in 1991 and 2012. The long history of planning to 
develop the citywide coverage sewerage resulted only in a marginal coverage.   
The poor state of sanitation in DKI Jakarta is associated with the poor institutional sanitation 
management systems and the low priority of the government in the sector. The changing 
government regime from a centralised and authoritarian system to a democratic government 
is not adequate to develop a better of sanitation. In the context of decentralisation, sanitation 
development is currently more emphasized on community involvement that explains the 
emergence of community-based sanitation initiatives (Sanitasi berbasis masyarakat/ 
Sanimas) and Sanimas IDB in particular. 
The next chapter describes basic information of Sanimas IDB project and link it with the 
issue of social justice. Chapter 5 serve as the basis for the distributional and institutional 
analysis developed in subsequent chapters.  
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CHAPTER 5. THE SANIMAS IDB 
5.1. Introduction 
Addressing Objective two (Task 2.1) of the thesis (refer to Chapter 1, section 1.3 and 
Chapter 3, section 3.2) this chapter describes basic information of Sanimas IDB project as 
the case study of this thesis and links it with the issue of social justice. As part of the larger 
program where Indonesian government try to concert various effort in environment and 
sanitation development, Sanimas IDB specifically adopt the idea of community-led total 
sanitation (CLTS) to foster community participation. In addition to the introduction section, 
this chapter is divided into seven sections. Section 5.2 provides the nature and goal of the 
project. Based on literature review and interview data Section 5.3 analyses the institutional 
arrangement of the project in specific context of DKI Jakarta province. Within the 
decentralisation context, DKI Jakarta as the capital city of Indonesia has a unique position. 
Section 5.4 focuses on the local arrangement of the project at kelurahan level. For the 
implementation of the project at local level, the Indonesian government has developed a 
distinct method to apply the principle of community-based development where values of 
Need, Inclusion and Enablement are become the basic values in the planning and 
implementation of the project as discuss in Section 5.5. At the normative level, as evident in 
various Sanimas IDB related documents, values of social justice are apparent although 
conceptualised using different terms. Section 5.6 describe the general selection processes 
(criteria and procedure). The processes involved two levels of selection with different 
approach at each level. The selection of beneficiary at province down to kelurahan level 
applied the top-down approach and the selection of community group (location of the 
community sewerage) applied the bottom-up approach. Section 5.7 describes the current 
result of Sanimas IDB up to 2018 in terms the of number of selected beneficiaries (kelurahan 
and community group/KSM). Subsequently, Section 5.8 concludes this chapter. 
The data presented in this chapter is based on secondary data analysis and information 
obtained from interviews. Detailed information about the progress of the project, especially 
2018 data, was mostly obtained from interviews due to the unavailability of written data. 
The Indonesian Government has an ambitious program in the water and sanitation sector, 
as mentioned in Chapter 4. The ‘100-0-100’ program, which began in 2015 aims to achieve 
100% access to drinking water, 0% slum areas, and 100% access to basic sanitation. At the 
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same time, the program is expected to contribute to the achievement of the Sustainable 
Development Goals. Achieving the 100% target for access to sanitation requires enormous 
financial support of up to IDR 800 trillion (US $80 billion), with the state budget providing 
IDR 128 trillion (US $12.8 billion) (PU-net, 2015). Due to the shortfall in funds, the 
government encourages funding for sanitation development through foreign loans and 
grants. It is apparent that foreign aid is a dominating factor in the development of Indonesian 
sanitation (Kementerian PPN/Bappenas, Pokja AMPL, & UNICEF, 2015). 
One program developed by the Indonesian Government to achieve the 100% sanitation 
access is the Community-based Sanitation Program (sanitasi berbasis masyarakat also 
known as Sanimas). Sanimas focuses on urban communities. At the moment, there are at 
least four projects under Sanimas developed by the Indonesian Government (Table 5.1) 
(Mitchell, 2015). The difference between each Sanimas program lies in the source of the 
funds, while the activities revolve around the construction of wastewater treatment systems 
with direct house connections or with the construction of communal toilets. All Sanimas 
projects aim to provide wastewater infrastructure for communities in dense urban slums.  
The focus of this research and this chapter is the fourth Sanimas project (Table 5.1) - the 
community-based sanitation project funded by the Islamic Development Bank (IsDB).  
Table 5. 1. Various Sanimas projects 
Sanimas Funding and management 
Sanimas Regular Funded by the state budget (APBN) and managed by the Ministry 
of Public Works and Housing (PUPR) 
Sanimas DAK 
SLBM16 
Funded by the state budget through the national special allocation 
fund, managed by the Ministry of Finance and local government  
Sanimas USRI17 As part of the PNPM (National program for community 
empowerment), and known as Sanimas ADB. Funded by Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) loan and managed by Ministry of Public 
Works and Housing (PUPR). 
Sanimas IDB18 Funded by the Islamic Development Bank (IDB) loan and managed 
by Ministry of Public Works and Housing (PUPR).  
Source: Mitchell, Ross, & Abeysuriya (2015) 
 
16 DAK-SLBM is the abbriviations of Dana Alokasi Khusus-Sanitasi Lingkungan berbasis Masyarakat (Special 
allocation fund- Community-based environmental sanitation). It is a specific allocated fund from the state 
budget. 
17 Urban Sanitation and Rural Infrastructure project. 
18 Some publications refer to the same project as Sanimas IsDB.  
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5.2. Nature and goal  
The IsDB community-based sanitation project in Indonesia (referred to as Sanimas IDB) 
aims to ‘address health problems caused by open defecation and poor sanitation’ 
(KPPN/Bappenas, 2014, p. 52)19, and ‘to improve the quality of residential environments 
and improve the degree of public health in order to achieve the quality of life of the 
community’ (Direktorat Pengembangan Penyehatan Lingkungan Permukiman, 2016, p. ii). 
To that end, the project will develop 1,800 individual sanitation projects in 48 cities in 13 
provinces (Figure 5.1). The selected provinces were previous locations of PNPM ICDD20,21 
interventions, which were also funded by the IsDB. 
The sanitation infrastructure includes the development of household wastewater channels 
(sewerage) and wastewater treatment plants at a communal scale (referred to as community 
sewerage). In the Indonesian context of wastewater management, the community sewerage 
system is categorised as a local (on-site) domestic wastewater management system, along 
with the individual household uses of septic tanks (Ministry of Public Works and Public 
Housing, 2017).  
Each community sewerage system is expected to include up to 50 household connections. 
The overall target is that about 90,000 houses will be connected to a community sewerage 
system. To the date, the project has already provided sanitation connections to more than 
37,000 households (Islamic Development Bank, 2019). 
Effective since 29 October, 2014, the project was expected to end by 31 December, 2018 
(KPPN/Bappenas, 2014). However, in the latest Bappenas report the due date of the project 
has been extended to 12 June, 2020 (KPPN/Bappenas, 2018). The project loan amount is 
USD$100 million, which will finance six project components (KPPN/Bappenas, 2014) (listed 
below). USD$70.7 million of this loan was spent by the end of 2018 (KPPN/Bappenas, 
2018). The six components include: 1. Block financing for community sanitation 
 
19 Documents from the Indonesian government are in Bahasa Indonesia. Hereafter the quotes from these 
documents have been translated to English by the thesis’ author.  
20 Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Mandiri – Integrated Community Driven Development.  
21 The program is also known as the Urban Poverty Alleviation Program (Program Penanggulangan 
Kemiskinan di Perkotaan/P2KP). 
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infrastructure; 2. Capacity building; 3. Consultancy services; 4. Project management unit; 5. 
Start-up workshop, familiarization, and review visits; and 6. Financial audit.  
 
Figure 5. 1. Location of Sanimas IDB projects at the provincial level, Indonesia 
(Source: develop from IsDB, 2016) 
Each selected location received funding of IDR 450 million (USD$45,000), which was 
allocated for three components: purchasing material and physical work (60%); wages (35%); 
and non-physical costs (including operational cost for field facilitators/TFL) (5%) (GO I.3). A 
main focus of Sanimas IDB is the development of a communal scale piped wastewater 
treatment system (refer to as community sewerage). In some cases, the community 
managed to develop communal toilets in addition to the sewerage system.  
The Sanimas IDB program implementation mechanism applies a community-based 
sustainable development approach through full community participation in all phases of 
activity including the preparatory stage, planning, implementation, operation and 
maintenance, with assistance being provided by the local government (regency/city to 
Kelurahan level). An important selection criterion in this process is that the community that 
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is to be involved in the Sanimas IDB project is expected to participate by providing money 
and labour. One crucial point in this regard is the existence of rules, which state that only 
half of the house connections can use the funds provided by the project (i.e. 25 of the 50 
house connections), while the other half of the households are to provide funds from the 
community itself or from the local government (GO I.3). In the Jakarta context, an 
interviewee stated that a home connection could cost USD$400 - $450 (IDR 4 to 4.5 million) 
per household. Each community decides how to share the cost of connecting houses to the 
sewerage system. In some cases, the community shares the cost between all of the 
households interested in connecting their wastewater to the communal sewerage system. 
The implementation of Sanimas IDB involves four levels of government with the Ditjen Cipta 
Karya or Ministry of Public Works and Public Housing (MoPWPH) being the national 
executing agency (Figure 5.2). There are three clusters of national to local institutions and 
actors involved in the implementation of the project.  
The first cluster is the core implementing institutions and actors. Within this category are the 
executing agency and the central project management unit (CPMU), the provincial project 
implementation unit at the national level (PPIU), the district project implementation unit 
(DPIU), and the Badan Keswadayaan Masyarakat/Lembaga Keswadayaan Masyarakat 
(BKM/LKM) or community self-reliance agency / community self-reliance institution at 
national, provincial, district, and local/kelurahan level respectively. The hierarchy of the core 
implementation institutions and actors shows a top-down flow of authority and coordination. 
However, due to the decentralisation of Indonesian governance, the institutions with 
sanitation related authorities are in different institutions (Ross et al., 2014). Jakarta, with its 
special administrative status does not have the DPIU and hence the PPIU has a direct line 
of control and coordination with the BKM/LKM.  
The second cluster is the consultant. As with the implementing bodies, the consultants are 
represented at the four tiers and serve the corresponding institutions (actors) at the same 
level. The field facilitators, however, are under the direct control and coordination with the 
CPMU. The field facilitators are contracted directly by the CPMU for a period of seven 
months.  
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Figure 5. 2. Implementing organisations involved in the Sanimas IDB project 
Source: Adapted from Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya (2018) 
The third cluster is the cross-sectoral body which has coordination and advising functions. 
At the national level this function is carried out by the national water and sanitation working 
group (Kelompok kerja air minum dan penyehatan lingkungan/Pokja AMPL22) and at the 
province and city/municipality level by the provincial and the city/municipality level of Pokja 
AMPL. At the local level, the advising and coordinating function is carried out by the 
kelurahan sanitation working group (kelompok kerja sanitasi, also known as Pokjasan) and 
the head of the kelurahan. The Pokjasan is ‘a non-structural coordination forum for sanitation 
 
22 ‘The working group does not have a legal basis, nor secure funding’ (Buhl-Nielsen et al., 2009, p. 4).   
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development and management at the kelurahan level and is responsible for the community 
through the kelurahan consultation meetings’ (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 
26). The Pokjasan members consist of representatives from the Kelurahan, Posyandu23, 
Pemberdayaan Kesejahteraan Keluarga (PKK)24, other social organizations, and potential 
beneficiary communities.  
The process of control/reporting, coordination and guidance from higher levels of 
government institutions to those below (Figure 5.2) appears to be easy and clear. The higher 
institution assigns or delegates its tasks and authority to the institutions below them, in 
stages down to the community groups; then from below, various reports and also requests 
flow up to the national level. However, since there are a series of institutions and actors at 
each stage that have to report, coordinate, and guide the processes, in reality the process 
is never easy and straightforward. The institutional arrangements of Sanimas IDB reflect 
Indonesia’s bigger governance problem, that of overlapping authorities following 
decentralisation (Holzhacker, Wittek, & Woltjer, 2016). The next section explains the 
institutional arrangements of the Sanimas IDB project in DKI Jakarta, which has a special 
administrative status and different institutional arrangements.  
5.3. Implementation stages of Sanimas IDB 
The implementation of the Sanimas IDB project consist of preparation, planning, construction and 
post-construction (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d). In the preparation stage, the main 
activity is the socialisation of the IDB Sanimas activities and sanitation in general. 
Socialisation activities take place in stages starting from the national, provincial, 
city/regency, and community levels. National level socialisation is socialization conducted 
by the central government to local stakeholders (provincial and district / city), targeting the 
elites of the government structures (e.g. city mayor, regional people’s representative 
assembly and related head of city/regency level offices). The involvement of government 
elites at every level of socialisation is aimed at ensuring that project implementation is 'on 
time, on target and on quality' (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 79). Socialisation at 
 
23 Center for pre- and postnatal health care and information.  
24 Family welfare program. 
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the next lower level of government have the same goal, with increasingly specific 
government officials as the targets.  
The socialisation stage also refers to the determination of prospective project beneficiary at 
different level. At the national level socialisation, the number of locations to be allocated to 
each city/regency is determined, while at the city/regency level socialisation the project 
beneficiary at kelurahan level are also determined.  
The next stage is the planning stage where the state of sanitation of the kelurahan are 
mapped, the document of the community sanitation action plan (CSIAP) is prepared, and 
the location of the project is established and followed by the chairperson of the community 
group (Kelompok Swadaya Masyarakat/KSM) is elected and the KSM is formed (refer to 
Chapter 7, section 7.3.2).  
The socialisation and the planning stages especially the procedures and process of the 
beneficiary selection is the focus of this thesis (the shaded area in figure 5.3). 
The next stage are the construction and post-construction of the community sewerage. The 
construction stage is where the community sewerage is constructed, and it was during this 
construction process that the KSM had a central role. The basic principle applied in the 
construction phase is the use of the community participation approach. In the post-
construction stage, other community groups, called the beneficiary and caretaker groups 
(kelompok pemanfaat dan pemelihara/KPP), are the organizers of the community sewerage 
operations and maintenance activities. 
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Figure 5. 3. Preparation, Selection, Construction, and Operational and Maintenance 
Processes of Sanimas IDB 
(Source: developed from Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya (2016, 2017, 2018d)) 
5.4. The Sanimas IDB institutional arrangements in DKI Jakarta 
The implementation of Sanimas IDB activities in Jakarta is based on governor decree 
number 643/2015 relating to the establishment of the Provincial Project Implementation Unit 
(PPIU) for the IsDB community-based sanitation programs, 2015-2018. The PPIU structure 
is chaired by a high-level management official (an echelon/grade I), who also acts as the 
head of a provincial agency, and has two deputy chairs. The two deputy chairs have the 
same level of positions with the head of PPIU in the DKI Jakarta Government structure. The 
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PPIU members consist of 11 echelon/grade II and several other grade III officials from 
various provincial and city offices, the heads of selected districts and kelurahans, and a 
technical director of PD PAL Jaya (Table 5.2). The PPIU structure includes diverse 
authorities (e.g. technical unit and financial). The unique and strong part of this structure is 
the position of the chair, which is held by the Office of Community and Women’s 
Empowerment (referred to as Dinas PPAPP or PPAPP) (GO II.1). In most other provinces 
the chair position is held by the Office of Public Works. GO II.1 indicated that the designation 
of the PPAPP (Pemberdayaan Perempuan, Anak, dan Pengendalian Penduduk) was due 
to the word pemberdayaan (meaning empowerment) in its nomenclature. He suggested that 
the responsibility of community empowerment lies with that institution. In addition, the 
integrated child friendly public space (RPTRA25) that was expected to be the site of the 
communal WWTP was under the authority of the PPAPP (GO II.4). The designation of the 
Dinas PPAPP as PPIU is inseparable from the DKI Jakarta provincial financial management 
system, where the construction of any physical buildings (in this case the community 
sewerage infrastructure) can be carried out only on land owned by the provincial government 
(GO I.3; GO II.3; GO II.4; GO II.10). This is important especially in relation to post-
development operation and maintenance. Under the Sanimas IDB program, the physical 
building (i.e. sewerage system) is expected to become the government’s asset, while the 
community group carries out the operational and maintenance activities with the assistance 
of the local government (GO I.3). Nonetheless, one interviewee stated an opposing opinion 
that PPAPP came into the PPIU position because the Office of Public Works already had a 
lot of projects under their authority (GO I.5). Institutions involved in the development of 
community sewerage and their role within the Sanimas IDB project is provided in Table 5.2.  
However, the appointment of PPAPP as the PPIU has its own problems. As the leading 
institution, the PPAPP has no authority in developing infrastructure. Hence, it cannot include 
any supporting budget for the project. The Sanimas IDB project requested the participating 
province and city to provide matching funds of a minimum of 1% and 5% of the total budget 
received in the respective regional budget and expenditure (APBD) for program operating 
costs (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d). An interviewee stated that the program 
operating cost could not be budgeted for since the PPAPP had no authority to do so. 
Furthermore, the interviewee stated, ‘we only provide a consumption budget for the 
 
25 A type of public space developed by the DKI Jakarta province. 
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meetings with the community’ (GO II. 4). In addition to the budgeting constraint, the PPAPP 
office also does not have the personnel with technical ability to support the development of 
the project. 
There are several institutions with more related main tasks and functions (tugas pokok dan 
fungsi/tupoksi) and hence authority and technical ability to implement Sanimas IDB projects, 
such as the Public Works agency and the Water Management agency (which also included 
the wastewater) (Table 5.2). These agencies actually are in charge of another Sanimas 
project.  
5.5. Local organisation 
At the local level, the Pokjasan, BKM/LKM and the field facilitators have an important role in 
developing the Community Sanitation Improvement Action Plan (CSIAP) document and the 
community work plan (Rencana Kerja Masyarakat/RKM). CSIAP is a kelurahan-level plan 
for sanitation action and the RKM is a community level document where the plan for 
sanitation improvement is identified (including the detailed engineering design/DED of the 
wastewater treatment plant). While the CSIAP document includes the overall plan for 
sanitation improvement efforts at the kelurahan level, the RKM document contains a detailed 
plan for the sanitation improvement efforts that are to be carried out by the community group 
through the construction of a communal sewerage. In addition, the RKM also serves as a 
basis for the disbursement of funds from the government and other related stakeholders.  
It is in this local context that the principle of being ‘community-based’ in the implementation 
of the IDB Sanimas project is expected to be applied. The principle, termed as SELOTIF 
process, (an acronym for seleksi lokasi partisipatif or participatory selection process) is a 
self-selecting process by which several community groups independently determine the 
criteria, procedures and selection of a community group as the beneficiary of the project26. 
 
 
26 The main references for implementation of Sanimas IDB are the Buku Petunjuk Teknis (technical guidelines) 
published in 2016, 2017, and 2018 with its respective attachment (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018a, 
2018b, 2018c, 2018e, 2018f, 2018g, 2018h) 
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Table 5. 2. Institutions (and actors) involved in the Sanimas IDB project in DKI 
Jakarta 
Positions Constitution 
PPIU chairman Head of Provincial Community and Women's Empowerment and 
Family Planning Agency  
Deputy chairman I Head of Provincial Water Management Office 
Deputy chairman II Head of Provincial Environment Management Agency 
Secretary Head of Appropriate Technology and Data Network of the Provincial 
Community and Women's Empowerment and Family Planning Agency 
Member • Head of Provincial Secretariat of the City and Environmental 
Management Bureau 
• Head of the Regional Secretariat of Social Welfare of the DKI Jakarta 
Province  
• Head of the City and Environmental Infrastructure Division of the 
Provincial Development Planning Agency 
• Head of the People's Welfare Division of the Provincial Development 
Planning Agency 
• Head of the Regional Development and Utilization Division of the 
Provincial Financial and Asset Management Agency 
• Head of the Environmental Impact Prevention and Sustainable 
Resource Control of the Provincial Environmental Management Agency 
• Head of Wastewater Division of the Provincial Water Management 
Agency 
• Head of the Spatial Planning Division of the Provincial City Planning 
Agency 
• Head of Hygiene Technical Planning Division of the Provincial 
Sanitation Agency 
• Head of Road and Bridge Planning Division of Provincial Bina Marga 
Agency 
• Head of Health Control Division of the Provincial Health Agency 
• Head of the Administrative City Development Planning Agency 
• Head of the Administrative City for Community and Women's 
Empowerment Agency 
• Head of the Administrative City of Settlement Infrastructure 
Development Agency 
• Head of sub-districts of selected location of Sanimas IDB project 
• Head of the Financial Subdivision of the Provincial Financial and Asset 
Management Agency 
• The Lurahs of selected location of Sanimas IDB project 
• PD PAL Jaya Technical Director  
Source: Governor decree 643/2015 on the establishment of the Provincial Project Implementation 
Unit (PPIU) for Islamic Development Bank community-based sanitation programs 2015-2018. 
 
5.6. Approaches for Sanimas IDB implementation and attaining social justice 
The Sanimas IDB implementation guideline and its subsequent attachments (i.e. documents 
related to Sanimas) and the interviewees for this research did not explicitly mention that the 
Sanimas IDB project was carried out with reference to the values of social justice. However, 
  109 
based on the document analysis it can be concluded that the Sanimas IDB project has been 
developed with a strong spirit of justice. Such a conclusion is based on the project target 
and how the project is expected to be implemented.  
The target of the project is people/community who live in urban areas experiencing a poor 
state of sanitation. This includes mainly low-income communities (masyarakat 
berpenghasilan rendah/MBR) (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2017, 2018d). In addition, 
the earlier technical guidance of Sanimas IDB states that the target is sanitation-prone 
kelurahans in urban and semi-urban areas and that these kelurahans should have been 
recipients of the PNPM Mandiri Perkotaan. In DKI Jakarta province, Sanimas IDB is directed 
towards the slum communities living in traditional settlement units known as kampungs. The 
Sanitation White Book (Buku Putih Sanitasi) – the main reference of the DKI Jakarta 
Provincial Management Unit (PMU) for selecting the project beneficiaries, as explained in 
Chapter 6, defines the target as an ‘area (kelurahan) with very high sanitation risk’ (Pokja 
Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012, pp. V-3), with, among other aspects, high numbers of 
poor households and lack of sanitation infrastructure (refer Chapter 6).  
Sanimas IDB encompasses the principle of community empowerment. The 2017 and 2018 
editions of Technical Guidance of Sanimas IDB (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2017, 
2018d) specifically state that the implementation process of the project is based on ‘using 
the community empowerment approach’, which includes:  
1. Specific support for low-income communities (Masyarakat Berpenghasilan 
Rendah/MBR).  Community sewerage is focused on low-income communities who 
live in densely populated settlements experiencing a poor state of sanitation. It is 
expected that up to 50 houses (households) will connect their wastewater to the 
system in each community.  
2. Encouraging community involvement. The community will ‘have the authority, trust, 
and a broad opportunity to plan, implement, monitor, utilise and manage the 
construction of the facility independently by means of the central government fund’ 
(Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2017, p. 11; 2018d, p. 4) 
3. Encouraging community initiatives within the democratic environment. ‘The 
community identifies problems, formulates needs, and provides solutions in a 
democratic manner and stands with women, vulnerable/marginal people, and 
children’ (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2017, p. 11; 2018d, p. 5). 
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4. Increasing communities’ self-reliance. Community self-resilience is believed to be the 
most important factor in the planning process, implementation, supervision, utilization 
and maintenance of infrastructure. 
5. Strengthening community capacity. With the assistance of relevant experts (the city 
management experts and field facilitator) the community’s capacity is believed to be 
increased.  
To support the community empowerment approach the Indonesian Government has 
developed a series of detailed technical guides in relation to procurement of goods and 
services (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018f), financial management of aid funds 
(Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018g), the development of infrastructure (Direktorat 
Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018e), operation and maintenance (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 
2018c), implementation of gender equality (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018a), and 
technical guidelines on gender audit (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018h). Each guide 
elaborated the meaning of the subject and ensures that all of the community activities are in 
accordance with the standards, requirements and regulations of the government. In 
particular, the ‘gender audit’ (or audit gender in Indonesian terminology) is directed to specify 
and compare levels of participation (number, access, control, roles and benefits) based on 
gender. 
To ensure that all of these standards, requirements, and regulations are met, the 
government provides reporting templates for each project implementation activity, including 
the attendance meeting template for community meetings, the making of meeting minutes, 
the community self-help mapping matrix, requesting and reporting of funds template, and 
the handing over of the community sewerage document template. The latest document 
template is related to two different community groups: the first is the KSM, who built the 
community sewerage; and the KPP (kelompok pemanfaat dan pemelihara/the beneficiary 
and maintainer group) that manages the operation and maintenance of the sewerage. There 
are at least 114 document templates addressing community reporting processes and fund 
disbursement (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018b).  
The main principles of the Sanimas IDB project that can be inferred as values of Need the 
demand responsive approach, gender responsiveness and technology-informed choices. In 
addition, the values of Inclusion and Enablement are reflected in principles of participation, 
self-selection, and capacity building (Figure 5.3). 
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Figure 5. 4. Main principles of Sanimas IDB 
(Source: Adapted from Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya (2018d)) 
The Indonesian Government explains the basic principles of the project mentioned in Figure 
5.3 as follows (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d): 
The demand responsive approach principle (pendekatan tanggap kebutuhan) is defined in 
different ways in different documents. The Sanimas IDB technical guideline defines the 
demand responsive approach (DRA) at two levels, the government and the community. At 
the government level the DRA is defined as ‘the commitment [of the city government] to 
replicate, provide funding, technical assistance and be responsible for coaching in the 
preparation, planning and post-implementation stages’ (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 
2018d, p. 6). At the community level, the DRA is defined as the commitment of the 
community to carry out all the phases of the Sanimas IDB (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 
2018d). Within the community development literature the DRA is defined as an approach 
where ‘users make key decisions about the service they want and are willing and able to 
pay for’ (Wedgwood, 2005, p. 2). However, most of the definitions of DRA (as in the case of 
Sanimas IDB) emphasise the willingness to pay aspects, which can be counterproductive in 
relation to achieving the goal of providing better access for poor communities (Wedgwood, 
2005). Emphasis on the ability of the city government to provide matching funds and 
technical assistance as well as the ability of the community to contribute (in the form of 
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money and labour) can result in the communities that are in most need of sewerage 
infrastructure being overlooked. 
The principle of independence or self-selection of the prospective location for the sewerage 
infrastructure places full responsibility on the community to conduct, independently, the 
selection process to identify Sanimas IDB beneficiaries (i.e. the community groups that will 
be the direct beneficiaries of the project at the kelurahan level). The role of the government 
is to facilitate the process. Once a kelurahan is selected as a beneficiary of the project, up 
to three eligible community groups within the kelurahan compete to determine for 
themselves which community group is the most eligible or suited for the project (GO I.1). 
The process of identifying the beneficiaries of the project (selotif process) is conducted at a 
‘citizen meeting’ (rembug warga). The government sets three criteria to be used by the 
residents to determine the project recipients, namely: 1. population density of the proposed 
location; 2. number of households prone to poor sanitation; and 3. the level of participation 
or citizen enthusiasm to participate in the development of the community sewerage project. 
These criteria are weighted 30%, 20% and 50%, respectively.(this is further explained in 
Chapter 7) 
Technology informed choice refers to the community education process concerning the 
choices in the wastewater building design and treatment technology. This principle is central 
in the pre- and triggering phases of the project. The end goal of this principle is ‘the 
community will be able to choose the appropriate technology for their local condition’ 
(Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 6).  
Participation refers to the active roles played by the community in every stage of the project. 
Despite its broad definition, participation has a central position in the development of 
Sanimas IDB projects. The domination of government officials and community leaders at the 
kelurahan level seems to have been realized by the management of the project, hence the 
community participation, especially of women, is encouraged and ensured by developing 
specific instruction on how to implement gender equitable participation (Direktorat Jenderal 
Cipta Karya, 2018a, 2018h). Moreover, gender equality is, in fact, another principle in the 
development of Sanimas IDB project.  
The multi-funding principle refers to Sanimas in general where the Indonesian Government 
‘opens up opportunities for other parties including the private sector, cooperatives, 
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individuals, and others’ to be involved in the development of communal sanitation (Direktorat 
Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 8). 
The last principle is accountability, which refers to financial management and accountability. 
With this principle, the TFL plays a central role. As the intermediary between the community 
and government, the TFL’s role is to ensure ‘administrative order, transparency and 
accountability’ through ‘monitoring and recording of payment [use of money]’ (Direktorat 
Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 70). 
5.7. Sanimas IDB selection procedure 
The Sanimas IDB process to select project beneficiaries can be distinguished into two levels. 
The first one is a top-down approach where the Indonesian Government and the IslDB 
decide on the 48 cities in 13 provinces that are to be the beneficiaries. There is no 
explanation available regarding the selection of the cities and province other than that the 
selected locations were previously locations of PNPM ICDD interventions, which were also 
funded by IDB. Interviewees also mentioned it was not clear to them how the selection was 
done.  
The second level of beneficiary selection is the selection of kelurahans and the community 
group and here, a more bottom-up approach is used. The selection of the kelurahan is 
conducted at the city or regency level. At the so-called city/regency socialisation, every 
interested kelurahan will deliver a letter of interest to the District Project Implementation Unit 
(DPIU). Once verified by the DPIU, the proxy budget users (Kuasa Pengguna 
Anggaran/KPA) issue a decree naming the selected beneficiaries. At each selected 
kelurahan there is another selection process to identify the community groups that will be 
the beneficiaries. Ideally, two to four community groups interested in the project will compete 
with each other and independently decide the final beneficiary (refer to Chapter 7 for an 
elaboration of the selection process).  
5.8. Current result in DKI Jakarta 
As of 2018 the Sanimas IDB project in DKI Jakarta had selected 68 community groups 
(Kelompok Swadaya Masyarakat/KSM) in 35 kelurahans as project beneficiaries. The 
selection of the community groups as beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB is announced through 
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the decree of the DKI Jakarta provincial secretary27. The decree states the name of the 
community groups and their administrative locations. Table 5.3 shows the number of 
community groups and kelurahans from 2015-2018. 
Table 5. 3. Number of kelurahans and community groups to benefit from Sanimas 
IDB projects  
 
Year of 
selection 
Number of 
kelurahans 
Number of 
community groups 
2015* 7 15 
2016** 10 18 
2017 6 9 
2018*** 22 26 
Total 35 68 
 
Source: Compiled based on decree of DKI Jakarta provincial secretary number 560/2016*, 
1539/2016**, and 27/2018***. Figures for 2017 are based on other reports and interviews. 
 
The beneficiaries are distributed relatively evenly across five municipalities of DKI Jakarta 
province. South Jakarta had 10 kelurahans and East Jakarta only five kelurahans (Figure 
5.4). However, in relation to the number of community groups who were beneficiaries, West 
Jakarta had 19 community groups and Central Jakarta had only 11 community groups 
(source?).  
Many of the beneficiaries from 2015 and 2016 have progressed and finished their projects, 
but most of the locations selected in 2016 and 2017 are in various stages of development. 
The 2018 locations have not been specified in detail. While the provincial secretary decree 
has determined the kelurahans, the community groups and the exact locations have not 
been determined. In a meeting on March 2018, a project progress report stated that 23 
community groups in five municipalities had finished the project and the community 
sewerage systems were functional. Most of the community sewerage systems included up 
to 75 households, although some included only 14 households. However, some of these 
communities had developed community toilets to complement the lack of household 
connections.  
 
27 Decree number 560/2016, 1539/2016, and 227/2018 respectively for the 2015, 2016, and 2018 selection 
years. The 2017 decree is not available, none of the interviewees have it. However, since some other selected 
locations (mentioned in various report) are actually exist, this research assumes that the locations belongs to 
2017 decree.  
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Figure 5. 5. Selected beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB 2015 – 2018 in DKI Jakarta and 
degree of risk at kelurahan level 
Source: Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta (2012)  
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In general, of 9 interviewees from the central government assert that the progress of 
Sanimas IDB in DKI Jakarta has been slow and most of the top-level actors in the DKI 
Jakarta province interviewees agreed with that assertion. In general, interviewees refer to 
difficulties of finding locations and communities willing to participate and contribute with their 
in-kind resources (GO I.1; GO I. 3; GO II.1; GO II.2; GO II.4; GO II.9).   
5.9. Sanimas IDB Case studies 
5.9.1. Kelurahan A 
The information described here comes from interviews with two key interviewee,  C 3.1 who 
is the treasurer and at the same time the secretary of community group 1 (Kelompok Sanitasi 
Masyarakat/KSM) and C 3.4 who is the physical development implementer (construction) of 
the community sewerage (the wastewater treatment plant/WWTP). In addition, C 3.4 also 
has a dominant role in the local community. In addition to be the former head of the RT, he 
was also a member of the community self-reliance agency/Community self-reliance 
institution (Badan Keswadayaan Masyarakat/Lembaga Keswadayaan Masyarakat or the 
BKM/LKM) when the IDB Sanimas activities took place in the kelurahan. Box 2 in Chapter 
7 specifically explains his role in the entire IDB Sanimas process in Kelurahan A. In addition 
to the two key interviewees, several other interviewees also provided additional information. 
The other were generally interviewed casually when the researcher conducted observation 
activities in the Sanimas IDB development area. The KSM chair (C 3.3) is not willing to be 
interviewed and all information he provided during the brief informal talk with him were not 
allowed to be quoted. The chair is a big brother of the head of the RT.  
Kelurahan A received the Sanimas IDB project for four locations. Two locations were 
selected in 2016 and two others in 2018 based on the provincial secretary of DKI Jakarta 
province decree number 1539/2016 and 227/2018 respectively. The discussions in this case 
study are referred to the two locations selected in 2016. The locations for the 2018 were not 
determined until the data collection stage in this study resumed in May 2018. 
Even though the first provincial secretary's decree stated that two locations had been 
selected in 2016, interviewees at the community level stated that the initiation and the 
socialisation process would only take place in 2017. The initial socialisation process was 
conducted by an officer from the central government (i.e. the central project management 
unit) and a field facilitator. An interviewee (C 3.1) stated that the socialisation processes 
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were conducted by a committee at kelurahan level. She was invited to attend the meeting 
(after several meetings where she was not invited) and was appointed to be treasurer. At 
that meeting the KSM 1 organisational structure was determined and agreed upon. She 
recalled that the KSM’s structure was composed of a chairperson, a secretary, a treasurer 
and several sections. She indicated that, after the KSM formation, there were no other 
process of selection of whatsoever. After the formation of KSM’s management, throughout 
2017 there was no activity carried out and she along with the administrators assumed that 
the program 'disappeared'. However, in September 2017 the physical construction phase of 
the WWTP 'suddenly took place' (C 3.1). The process suddenly became very fast, while 
some administrators considered that the preparatory process was not optimal and hence, 
‘most KSM administrators' started to withdraw one by one ... in the next community meetings 
they were absent [again] ... the structure that had consisted of several sections, until the 
new TFL in 2018 came only left to be only  the chairman and the treasurer (who also act as 
the secretary' (C 3.1). Interviewee stated that before and after the KSM formation there was 
no selection process. She described the selection process as ‘ujuk-ujuk udah mulai’ 
(‘unexpectedly and out of nowhere started’). While she and most of the other KSM 
administrators, she claimed, were not prepared. She, furthermore, explained, that they felt 
something strange (‘nih kok gitu sih’) and eventually most of the other administrators 
resigned, leaving her (in roles as secretary and treasurer) and the head. In the construction 
process of the WWTP C 3.1 and C 3.3 only had the administration role which is to record 
and collect all the correspondence, proof of meetings and expenditures. 
Overall, the process of selecting and determining the location of Sanimas IDB beneficiary in 
Kelurahan A did not take place as determined in the guidebook. The location was chosen 
authoritatively by several actors at the local level supported by actors at the village and 
municipal level. The process designing and constructing WWTPs and the channels/pipe 
connections is carried out by professional contractors. The contractor is recommended by a 
central level employee. After the WWTP development activities are carried out by the 
contractor, the duties of the KSM management are limited to administering the process in 
the form of reports both financial reports and other administrative reports. 
The result of the community sanitation development process in Kelurahan A was the 
completion of the physical construction process with 46 households connecting their 
wastewater to the system. The land status of the WWTP location is in one part belongs to 
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one of the community member that is then granted to residents through the heads of the RT 
and another part is on public roads.  
5.9.2. Kelurahan B 
The Sanimas IDB project in kelurahan B was started in 2016 (the provincial secretary of DKI 
Jakarta province decree number 1539/2016). The Kelurahan was allocated another location 
in 2018 based on the provincial secretary of DKI Jakarta province decree number 227/2018. 
Information on the Sanimas IDB in this kelurahan were collected during the first and second 
fieldworks (in April – May 2017 and May – June 2018). There two key informants for this 
kelurahan, the first one is C 1.1 who was the chairperson of the KSM 2 and also head of RT 
where the project is allocated and the second is C 1.2 who is the head of RW. In addition, a 
locally know as engineer was also interviewed (C 1.3). Several others were community 
members who give their knowledge regarding the project and were casually interviewed 
during observations.  
In 2016, a community self-reliance agency member (the BKM) of the kelurahan B offered 
the Sanimas IDB project to several RWs. According to C 1.1 there were four RWs offered 
the project. His RW was selected because it is the only RW that have the most suitable 
location (i.e. the topography).  
In general, according to C 1.1, the process of location selection the Sanimas IDB project 
was carried out in the following manner. The eligible kelurahan and targeted by the 
government will be assessed at the RW level whether the RT or RW management officers 
wiling to be involved in the project. Second, whether the residents in the particular location 
were agreed to run the project. He (as the head of the RT) and head of the RW and one 
member of the BKM were agreed to receive and involved in the project. The community 
itself, according to him was dominantly (40%) refused the project, but some other accepted 
the project (30%) and another 20% of the community will agree to whatever the RT and 
RW’s decisions. Most of the people who rejected the project because they have no need to 
such community sewerage since they already have their own way of managing the 
wastewater (by meaning of individual toilet and septic tank). In addition, the were also 
worried about the installation of WWTP which can leak at any time and cause unpleasant 
odours. 
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The development process of the community sewerage began in November 2017. By hiring 
a person who was locally known as an engineer as a construction implementer they tried to 
implement the principle of local community involvement. However, they also hired the skilled 
workers, know as buruh Sindang to dig the soil at the WWTP site. At the completion of the 
project, 73 households were connected their wastewater to the community sewerage 
system. During the ceremonial inauguration of the community sewerage operation, the 
Lurah made a plea to have more project in his kelurahan. The Lurah stated that in one 
particular RT, the community is ready to receive and implement the project. In 2018 
kelurahan B were eventually allocated another one location.  
5.9.3. Kelurahan C 
In Kelurahan C there are 5 Sanimas IDB project selected locations. Two locations were 
established in 2015 through the decree of the provincial secretary number 560 / -1.711 2015. 
In 2016 through the decree number 1529 / -1.88.1 the provincial secretary established five 
selected locations for the kelurahan. Two of the locations determined in the later decree 
were the same location with those stipulated in the 2015 Decree. Up to March 2018, all five 
locations have completed the physical construction. The number of households that connect 
their sewerage to the communal system in each location varies, two locations reaching more 
than 50 households (which is the minimum required), while in three other locations the 
number is less than 50 households. In four locations, WWTP land are owned by individuals 
(owned by the KSM’s head and community leaders) and one was built on public roads. 
Three interviewees were interviewed specifically to comprehend the Sanimas IDB project in 
the kelurahan. Some other information included in this case study were gathered from the 
community during the casual conversation with them.  
The socialisation process of the Sanimas IDB in Kelurahan C took place earlier than other 
locations. The process began from 2014 to 2016. Information about the Sanimas IDB was 
obtained early because one of the actor (C 4.1) who played an active role in the activity was 
a member of the BKM who was quite active and have broad relationships with other actors 
from different level of government. In addition to knowing information related to Sanimas (in 
general), C 4.1 also knows and is involved in the KOTAKU program. 
Besides himself, C 4.1 stated that there were two other people from the Ministry of Public 
Works who were active in conducting socialisation in the community from the end of 2014 
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to the end of 2016. During this time period, the socialisation process was not supported by 
operational funds so that the BKM funds were used to support the ongoing socialisation. 
One of the main problems in Kelurahan C is the lack of water. The government-based water 
company (Perusahaan Air Minum/PAM) is not operational in this kelurahan and, in addition, 
the groundwater can not ne used because of brackish water.  Most residents meet their 
water needs from individual water sellers (locally known as the push water or aer dorong 
since the seller use the wheelbarrow to sell water in jerry cans). This lack of water supply is 
one source of debate among the parties involved. One party stated that the lack of water 
supply should have caused the project not to be located in the village. Instead, it should be 
a program or project related to water supply that is the need of the village. On the other 
hand, there is an opinion which states that even without the water supply the project should 
be able to run. As a result of the debate (as well as various problems in other locations) 
several people from the national level resigned. Not long after some field facilitator people 
also resigned.  
The number of project locations given to Kelurahan C was an issue because the people 
responsible for finding locations felt they had never proposed these locations as potential 
recipients of the project. One of the officers who was most responsible for determining the 
location stated that only one location they had proposed was for Kelurahan C while the other 
four locations were determined without his knowledge (GO 1.6). It has become a rumour 
(but however is beyond the responsibility of this thesis to verify) that one of the officers from 
the central government has an interest in choosing locations in the kelurahan. The 
associated person is lives around the Kelurahan C and who in the future becomes the 
middleman of the community and the supplier of heavy equipment used to dredge the land 
in the construction of WWTPs. The value of the project which reaches more than IDR 2 
billion (more than US$ 2 million) in one kelurahan is certainly very large in value. 
C 4.1, who was one of the central figures in the implementation of the Sanimas IDB in 
Kelurahan C, indicated that he and several other community leaders had a very decisive 
role in the location selection. He stated that they had prepared the land or location for the 
WWTP by approaching landowners. If landowners are willing, they will proceed to the 
proposal and then development stage. In his capacity as a BKM member, C 4.1 stated that 
he oversees the five locations (KSM) because the BKM operates at the kelurahan level. He 
also indicated that in the initial stages (from 2014 to 2016) due to the lack of preparedness 
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of the Jakarta province and delays in the recruitment and the appointment of the national 
and provincial consultant and the TFL, the officers from the central government directly 
involved in the socialisation process and the determination of selected location. 
5.9.4. Kelurahan D 
Kelurahan D were allocated three locations for the Sanimas IDB in 2015. Each of the 
community sewerage developed are covered two RTs and all three locations are in one RW. 
With the number of household connections in each community sewerage reaching more 
than 50 households and the location of the WWTP occupying land owned by the DKI Jakarta 
province (i.e. Dinas Bina Marga) the implementation of the Sanimas IDB in kelurahan D is 
considered satisfactory by most of the government. 
Some interviewees recalled that the designation of kelurahan D as the beneficiary of the 
IDB Sanimas project is considered as a dictated by the central government. A community 
empowerment field facilitator (GO I.6) mentioned that since the beginning of the location 
selection process in 2015, kelurahan D (and even the Central Jakarta municipality) was 
never mentioned as a potential location. Of the five municipalities in the DKI Jakarta 
province, only four municipalities, according to him, have LKM PNPM and actively engage 
with them and eventually showed interest to participate in the project. The Central Jakarta 
municipality, however, at that time had not expressed an interest in being involved. 
Nonetheless, when the list of selected beneficiaries released by the central government (in 
the form of Budget Execution (Allotment) Document or Daftar Isian Pelaksanaan 
Anggaran/DIPA) kelurahan D was eventually allocated one location. The assignation of the 
kelurahan was raised a question among the field facilitators 'as well as DKI Jakarta 
Government', GO I.6 claimed. However, the provincial secretary decree number 560/-
1.711/2016 stated that kelurahan D was allocated two locations on (financial year) 2015 (not 
one as the interviewee claimed). In 2016, kelurahan D were allocated three locations (2 
locations were the same as the first decree) as stated in the Provincial Secretary decree 
number 1539/-1.88.1.  
According to a local interviewee (C 2.1) the selection of kelurahan D was based on the 
request made by him as the chairperson of the kelurahan council (later transformed as 
LKM/BKM). He made a request to the municipality officers provided the fact that the 
proposed location (RW) was never had the PNPM compared to other RW in the same 
kelurahan. However, this claim would also in contradiction with normative criteria of the 
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selection (as stated in the guideline) which required the eligible beneficiary to be the 
previous beneficiary of the PNPM project.   
The management of the three KSMs in this kelurahan was unlike other cases where the 
formal local leader dominated the structure of the KSM. The KSM management can be fairly 
said to be proportionally consist of those who in official position and those who are not. The 
development process of the community sewerage eventually was carried out by professional 
worker. The community involvement however evident the form of providing food and drinks 
for the workers.  
5.10. Conclusion 
Served as the basic information of Sanimas IDB project, this chapter have described the 
most relevant information on the project and related it with the issue of social justice. In 
addition, this chapter also served as the basis for the distributional and institutional analysis 
developed in Chapters 6 and 7 
As part of the larger program where Indonesian government try to concert various effort in 
environment and sanitation development, Sanimas IDB specifically adopted the idea of 
community-led total sanitation (CLTS) to foster community participation. Directed at 
addressing the health problems related to poor state of sanitation the Sanimas IDB project 
is applied in 48 cities in 13 provinces. In 2019 the project is claimed as providing better 
sanitation to more 37,000 household in Indonesia.  
The implementation of the Sanimas IDB project in Jakarta was carried out by various 
government agencies at the provincial and municipal levels. The emphasis on the 
community empowerment aspect in the development of the project was translated by the 
DKI Jakarta Government by appointing the women and children and family planning agency 
(Dinas Pemberdayaan Perempuan, Anak dan Pengendalian Penduduk/PPAPP) as the 
provincial project implementation unit. However, in the implementation process the 
appointment of the PPAPP was hampered by its lack of administrative, funding and technical 
measures to develop effective project planning and implementation. In addition, many 
authorities related to wastewater management and physical infrastructure development are 
in other agencies. The overlapping and unclear division of authority between activities that 
are form the basic tasks of an agency with authority related to special assignments is one 
of the crucial issues that underlies the implementation of the Sanimas IDB project. 
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To assure the principles of community-based sanitation development applied, the 
Indonesian government have issued various guidelines on the preparation, implementation 
and post-implementation stages of the project. In relation to the selection of the beneficiary 
processes, which is the focus of the thesis, Indonesian government have developed a 
particular method, the Selotif for the local (community) level selection. However, the 
selection of province and city/regency was basically top-down in nature. Nonetheless, the 
provincial and city/regency governments were asked to lodge written requests so that they 
were allocated the Sanimas IDB project. But what is the basis for decision-making and how 
project allocation decisions are made were not explained. 
The Sanimas IDB implementation guidelines shows that the project has been developed 
with a strong spirit of social justice. The community empowerment approach was reflected 
in the Sanimas IDB principles, i.e. specific support for low-income communities, encouraging 
community involvement, encouraging community initiatives within the democratic 
environment, increasing communities’ self-reliance, and strengthening community capacity 
which reflected the value of Need, Inclusion and Enablement.  
The general description of the selected location or kelurahan of the Sanimas IDB project 
(case study locations) shows that the selection process does not indicate that the principle 
of community involvement is well implemented. A more detailed description and analysis 
related to the application of this principle is discussed in Chapter 7. 
In the next chapter the identified values of justice in the Sanimas IDB project is associated 
with the development of the project beneficiary criteria of eligibility. The use of value of Need 
as the criteria of eligibility is discussed. 
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CHAPTER 6. VALUE OF NEED AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
SANIMAS IDB PROJECTS IN DKI JAKARTA  
6.1. Introduction 
This chapter addresses Objective Three of this research, which is to evaluate the distribution 
of sanitation projects at the kelurahan level in Jakarta, Indonesia based on the social justice 
value of Need (refer to Chapters 2 and 3 and Table 3.1). The distributive dimension of social 
justice refers to ‘the end-state patterns’ (Young, 1990, p. 30) or ‘the perceived fairness of 
the final shape or the outcome of a resource allocation event’ (Törnblom & Vermunt, 2016, 
p. 145).  
This chapter is organised into four sections. Section 6.1 outlines the overall purpose and 
structure of the chapter. Section 6.2 provides the context as well as the boundaries for the 
discussion of resource allocation. The distribution of the Sanimas IDB projects is analysed 
within the context of the distribution of scarce resources in a policy-making context. Section 
6.3 identifies the values or principles of social justice used in the allocation of Sanimas IDB 
projects in Jakarta. The value of Need in this research is based on the kelurahan’s state of 
sanitation as assessed by the Jakarta government. The state of sanitation is developed by 
the government from different indicators of sanitation, including clean and healthy life 
behaviour at the household level and socio-spatial level to determine the current provision 
of sanitation28. This information is used to develop the priorities and need for future 
sanitation projects. The Sanimas IDB’s own indicators of Need and related justifications are 
examined. However, it is important to note that in the determination of the project 
beneficiaries or distribution that the value of Need is not explicitly stated in any Sanimas IDB 
related documents, or by interviewees involved in this research. The Jakarta government 
uses the term ‘priority’ to represent the value of Need. Section 6.3 discusses how the value 
of Need is developed based on the Sanitation White Book (SWB29) and Sanimas IDB 
technical guidance books.  
 
28 To describe the current provision of sanitation infrastructure, the Sanitation White Book (Buku Putih Sanitasi) 
uses sanitation risk (resiko sanitasi).  
29 Sanitation White Book abbreviated as SWB, is used throughout this thesis. In Jakarta, most sanitation 
stakeholders refer to the document as BPS, following its Indonesian abbreviation of Buku Putih Sanitasi. 
However, since the abbreviation also refers to Badan Pusat Statistik, the term SWB is used in this research.  
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Section 6.4 analyses the Sanimas IDB beneficiaries in relation to their level of need for 
community sewerage. Each and every kelurahan is assigned by the government as having 
a certain level of need for communal sanitation. In this section the selected beneficiaries of 
the Sanimas IDB communal sewerage projects are assessed in relation to their actual level 
of need. This section identifies any gaps between the stated principles of Need and the 
actual distribution of Sanimas IDB projects and analyses how and why these gaps exist. A 
discussion of the definition of Need (i.e. differences between need as an individual need and 
as a social or communal need) is included to better understand any identified gaps. Section 
6.5 concludes the chapter.  
The data used in this chapter are based mainly on official documents and meeting materials 
related to Sanimas IDB, and interviews conducted by the researcher with the government 
officials involved in the Project and the community in the four case study locations (refer 
Chapter 3, Section 3.3.). Official documents and meeting materials are mainly used for 
analysis of the normative selection processes   
Nationally, since 2009 the Government of Indonesia’s (GoI) infrastructure budget has been 
increased considerably. Infrastructure spending in 2009 was Rp. 76.3 trillion (AUD7.63 
billion30), while in 2017 the spending increased to Rp. 400.9 trillion (AUD40.09 billion). Since 
2010 the GoI has set a specific budget for sanitation, separate from the water supply budget 
(Water and Sanitation Program, 2011). However, the annual budget allocation for sanitation 
remains low at 0.03% of national government spending (B. D. Lewis, 2017; B. D. Lewis, 
McCulloch, & Sacks, 2016; UNICEF, 2016; Water and Sanitation Program, 2011). This level 
of funding has addressed only 20% of the nation’s sanitation needs (Plan International 
Indonesia, 2015). Moersid (2015, cited in Patunru, 2015) however, indicated that the budget 
allocated for sanitation improvement in the 2015–2019 development plan covered only 
about 12% of the nation’s actual sanitation needs. Following the initiation of the National 
Sanitation Acceleration Programme (Program Percepatan Pembangunan Sanitasi/PPSP) in 
2010 the allocation of the sanitation budget to local governments increased from less than 
1% in 2006 to 1.5% in 2016 (Kementerian Dalam Negeri, 2017)31.  
 
30 To simplify the estimates the values of AUD1.00 is equal to Rp 10,000.  
31 Different sources stated different figures for local government budget. UNICEF Indonesia, (2012) stated 7% 
in 2011 while Pokja AMPL (2013) referred to 6% for the same year. Differences can be attributed to the 
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As a result of decentralisation in Indonesia, sanitation development is mandatory for 
municipalities and cities (Government of Indonesia, 2015). Local government is obliged to 
provide and develop sanitation infrastructure and services in accordance with the needs of 
the community in their respective regions. Local governments are advised and encouraged 
to explore a range of funding sources that are not limited only to their own regional revenue 
and expenditure budget (Anggaran Pendapatan dan Belanja Daerah/APBD) but can be 
obtained also from other sources such as the private sector, the community and donors. 
The resources for sanitation development at all levels in Indonesia are scarce and the total 
budget allocation for sanitation is not sufficient to meet the overall needs of the sanitation 
sector. There is no aggregate data on the value of sanitation budget in Jakarta. However, 
the sanitation budget is spread across various sectoral agencies, including the Public Works 
Agency, the Sanitation Office, the Water Management Agency and the Health Office. 
Despite the limited sanitation budget, there is a high need for sanitation infrastructure and 
services, as indicated by the poor sanitation levels identified at the kelurahan level. Within 
this context, the issue of resource allocation and the subsequent selection process to identify 
locations where sewerage infrastructure will be supported become important.  
Sanimas IDB is one of the sanitation resources32 that must be shared in ways that satisfy 
various stakeholders and in particular the eligible beneficiaries. The underlying values and 
the process of allocating scarce resource are the focus of this chapter. It is important to 
identify ‘who should have priority in receiving services’, and ‘how it is ensured that the right 
people obtain the right services’ (C. Fisher, 1998, p. 6). Resource allocation corresponds to 
the distributive dimension of social justice (Young, 1990).  
6.2. Distribution of scarce resources 
There is growing consensus on the importance of the fair and just distribution of urban 
infrastructure and services within the urban literatures (Groom & Koundouri, 2011; Kanbur 
& Venables, 2005b; Koundouri, 2010). The geographical distribution of infrastructure and 
public services can affect the distribution of economic activity and result in spatial inequality 
 
differences in the scope of sanitation infrastructure and services included in the calculation. 
32 Sanimas IDB is a project involved fund (IDR 450 million or AUD $450.000) and the government human 
resources to assist the project. Both the funds and human resources are limited and need to be distributed in a way 
that most effectively benefits the government and community. 
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and reduced wellbeing. Furthermore, the quantity and quality of infrastructure in an area are 
key determinants of household wellbeing (Kanbur & Venables, 2005a). Since the 1980s 
worldwide spatial inequality ‘has been on the increase’ and despite overall growth and 
poverty reduction, ‘the benefits of this growth have not flowed evenly across space’ (Kanbur 
& Venables, 2005a, p. 9). In the Indonesian context, inequality is associated with the issue 
of injustice in the form of the reproduction of domination (Dietrich, 2014). Therefore, to 
achieve the goal of social justice it is important to examine how limited resources are 
distributed. More generally, the fundamental issue is how to allocate resources among 
contested needs and uses (Bower, 2018; Johnson, 2019; Rees, 2017). This is particularly 
important in developing economies where resources can be scarce compared to the high 
level of basic needs of the population (Anselmi et al., 2014; Asante, 2006; Daniels, 2016; C. 
Fisher, 1998; Koundouri, 2010; Thirlwall, 1989, 1999).  
The fundamental objectives of resources allocation in public policy are ‘economic efficiency, 
social equity and environmental sustainability…[and] the overall objective of public policy is 
to maximise societal welfare from a given natural resource base subject to those valuations’  
(Koundouri, 2010). There are two major approaches to resource allocation: those based on 
economic principles of efficiency and those based on social justice principles (C. Fisher, 
1998). Although economic approaches have dominated, the social justice approach has 
emerged as an alternative in order to reduce inequalities. In distributive justice studies, the 
issue that arises is which value is best used as a basis for fair resource distribution 
(Langholtz, Marty, & Ball, 2003).  
There are competing values in the delivery of public services (Asante, 2006; Bower, 2018; 
Cardenas & Sethi, 2010; C. Fisher, 1998; J. Harvey, 1981; Kephart & Asada, 2009; Stolpek, 
1966; Thirlwall, 1989; Wong, 1994). Among others, there are values of ‘deservingness, 
individual need, ecology, fairness and utility’ in addition to the equal importance of ‘the 
nature of markets and the mechanisms used to marketise public services’ (C. Fisher 1998, 
p. 1). In his seminal work, Deutsch (1975) proposed values of equality, equity and need to 
assess resource allocation outcomes. Analysis of the end state or outcome of resources 
distribution is important in addressing the principle of equity. Within geography and planning 
literatures, the emphasis of resource allocation analysis is on the spatial distribution of 
services and infrastructure as reflected in concepts such as territorial justice (Bebbington & 
Davies, 1980a, 1980b; Davies, 1970) and spatial justice (Soja, 2009, 2010). The concept of 
territorial justice ‘requires that service provision is proportional to service needs at the inter-
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area level’ (Boyne & Powell, 1991, p. 263), whereas spatial justice ‘involves the fair and 
equitable distribution in the space of socially valued resources and the opportunities to use 
them’ (Soja, 2009, p. 2). 
Wastewater related infrastructure is one of the most underdeveloped in Jakarta, while the 
resources to build it remain limited. Therefore, the issue of fair allocation of resource 
becomes very relevant. The following section discusses the value of Need as the basis for 
assessing the fair distribution of Sanimas IDB projects in Jakarta. 
6.3. Values of Need in the distribution of Sanimas IDB 
The Sanimas IDB Technical Guidance33 book (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 
2018d) and other related documents do not identify explicitly the specific value of Need 
within the context of social justice, as a basis for the selection of beneficiaries. However, the 
Technical Guidance book mentions several core principles in the implementation of Sanimas 
IDB across various project stages, from pre-triggering34 and triggering, to implementation. 
These principles include that the project is responsive to need35, has independent selection 
of prospective locations, includes technology options, addresses diverse participation, and 
seeks gender equality, sustainability, multi-funding and accountability (refer Chapter 5).  
The analysis of documents related to Sanimas IDB, especially the Sanimas IDB Technical 
Guidance book and the Sanitation White Book, as well as interviews with informants 
revealed that the main values used to select the beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB projects are 
based on Need. This conclusion is elaborated in the following section.  
 
33 The book title is Sanimas IDB technical guidance (Petunjuk Teknis Sanimas IDB). There are three different 
publishing years for the book, although the content varies only slightly (Chapter 4) (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta 
Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d) 
34 Triggering is a term commonly used in the community-lead total sanitation literature referring to the effort or 
activity to build community awareness and the need for better sanitation by showing that their practice of open 
defecation (sanitation behaviour in general) is ‘disgusting and embarrassing’ (P. Harvey, 2011; Kar, 2005; Kar 
& Chambers, 2008; Myers, Musyoki, Pasteur, & Stevens, 2018; Sigler, Mahmoudi, & Graham, 2015). However, 
the approach of triggering the awareness through this approach have been criticised as ‘inadequate [and] 
echoes coercive, race-based colonial public health practice’ (Engel & Susilo, 2014, p. 157) 
35 Responsive to need in this context is a translation of tanggap kebutuhan. Kebutuhan or need is referred to 
city/regency government commitment to replicate, provide fund, technical assistance and encourage 
community participation (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d).  
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The basic rule for Sanimas IDB beneficiary selection is according to the need that an area 
or community has for improved sanitation. The project targets specific people within a 
kelurahan, namely low-income communities (masyarakat berpenghasilan rendah/MBR) in 
relatively densely populated areas (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d). 
However, the 2016 and 2018 editions of the Sanimas IDB Technical Guidance book stated 
that within a selected city or regency, the district project implementation unit (DPIU) and the 
proxy budget user (Kuasa Pengguna Anggaran) would determine the selected kelurahans 
to receive sanitation improvements (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2016, p. 8; 2018d, p. 
80). The 2017 edition, however, did not mention this role, but implied that the processes was 
more bottom up, starting from the community (refer Chapter 7 for a more detailed 
discussion).  
However, findings from this thesis illustrate that at the local level, the initial target is 
kelurahans with a poor state of sanitation (“kelurahan yang terletak di daerah perkotaan dan 
semi perkotaan yang rawan sanitasi”) (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 2), rather 
than a distinctive community group with a specific need for communal sewerage. In Jakarta, 
the kelurahans with poor sanitation are identified in several different documents (i.e. the 
Slum Community Statistic report (Statistik RW Kumuh) (BPS DKI Jakarta, 2017), the 
Environmental Protection and Management Plan report (Rencana Pengelolaan dan 
Perlindungan [[Lingkungan Hidup/RPPLH) (BPLH DKI Jakarta, 2015), and the Sanitation 
White Book (Buku Putih Sanitasi/BPS) (Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012). For the 
Sanimas IDB project, the Jakarta government uses the SWB as the basis for the selection 
sanitation beneficiaries.  
Within the Indonesian environmental sanitation literature and specifically in sanitation 
development efforts, a spatial administrative area is categorised according to four conditions 
of sanitation (kondisi sanitasi): very poor, poor, good, and very good (Nur, La Ane, & Selomo, 
2013; PPSP, n.d). The state of sanitation is defined as the state of the physical environment, 
referring to the availability or absence of infrastructure or services related to sanitation, the 
number of users of each type of infrastructure, and an assessment of ‘clean and healthy 
living behaviour36’ (See among others, BPLH DKI Jakarta, 2015; BPS DKI Jakarta, 2017; 
 
36 Clean and healthy living behaviour (perilaku hidup bersih dan sehat) is a national Indonesian government 
program aims at improving people’s health (Menteri Kesehatan Republik Indonesia, 2011) 
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Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya – Direktorat Pengembangan Kawasan Permukiman, n.d.; 
Pokja AMPL, 2014; Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012). A particular state of 
sanitation is associated with a particular degree of sanitation risk (defined as resiko sanitasi), 
as later explained.  
The document that is most commonly used by almost every administrative region in 
Indonesia is the Community Association Slum statistic or Statistik RW Kumuh (Minister of 
Public Works and Public Housing, 2016). The RW Kumuh statistic is a derivative of a 
government regulation37, which addresses improvements in slum housing and slum 
settlements. It defines slum settlements as ‘unsuitable settlements due to irregularity in 
buildings, high building density, and the quality of buildings and facilities and infrastructure 
that do not meet the requirements’ (Government of Indonesia, 2016, p. 4). Specifically, an 
area is defined as a slum if most of the houses are in poor condition and the area has poor 
accessibility, poor water services, poor drainage and solid waste collection, and low fire 
safety. It does not include issues of land tenure. 
The same regulation stipulates that each regent/mayor (or governor for DKI Jakarta) must 
have issued a regent/mayor's decision (regulation) regarding the identification of the location 
of slums in their respective region. This decision/regulation is used as the basis for 
prioritising slum improvement programs and divides the state of sanitation into four general 
categories, namely severe slums (kumuh berat), moderate slums (kumuh sedang), mild 
slums (kumuh ringan), and very light slums (kumuh sangat ringan). Slum categorisation 
assists in the identification of development priorities. In general, severe slum areas are the 
first priority for development programs.  
In relation to Sanimas IDB projects (and the Sanimas program in general), the Provincial 
Government of DKI Jakarta uses the SWB to select project beneficiaries (GO I.1, GO II.1, 
GO II. 4, GO II.10) 38. The SWB categorises kelurahans into four degrees of sanitation risk 
(Table 6.1): very low degree of sanitation risk (blue); low risk (green); high risk (yellow); and 
very high risk (red). In this thesis, the category of sanitation risk, as represented in the SWB, 
 
37 Minister of Public Works and Public Housing Republic of Indonesia regulation number 02/PRT/M/2016. 
38 GO refers to interviewee from the Indonesian Government. GO is abbreviations of government officers, the 
following roman referred to level of government, where I and II referred to central government and provincial 
government respectively and Latin number is signify an individual.  
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corresponds to a kelurahan’s level of need for sanitation. Based on each kelurahan’s 
respective need for sanitation, the Sanimas IDB project implementer (the Provincial 
Management Unit/PMU) decided that the very high need category (red) was a priority for 
Sanimas IDB projects. Later, as the project progressed towards the end if its first year 
(2015), the PMU included the high need category (yellow) as priority for sanitation 
improvement and hence eligibility for receiving a Sanimas IDB project.  
The level of sanitation risk or need was developed by the Jakarta government based on 
three data sources (Pokja AMPL, 2014; Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012):  
1. Statistical data from the 2010 National Population Census, which includes several 
indicators related to household and communal environmental sanitation and 
individual hygiene and sanitation behaviour.  
2. Qualitative data based on the perceptions of regional working unit officers (Satuan 
Kerja Perangkat Daerah/SKPD39) about sanitation conditions.  
3. Data from the environmental health risk assessment (EHRA40), a dedicated survey 
to assist in the development of the SWB.  
 
Table 6. 1. Category sanitation, degree of sanitation risk and Need 
 
Category of 
sanitation 
Degree of 
risk 
Need Priority in Sanimas IDB 
Red Very high Very High Priority 
Yellow High High Priority 
Green  Low Low Non-priority 
Blue Very low Very low Non-priority 
Source: Developed from Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta (2012) and Pokja AMPL 
(2014) 
The indicators used in each of the data sources was weighted (Table 6.2). Each data source 
assigned each kelurahan with a value from 1 to 4, where 1 refers to very low risk of sanitation 
 
39 SKPD is the regional government (provincial or regency/city) apparatus with executive function. 
40 The EHRA document is not available anywhere. None of the Jakarta’s institutions have the copy of the 
document. Cited information regarding EHRA are based on Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta (2012). 
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and 2,3, and 4 refer to low, high, and very high sanitation risk, respectively. This value 
assigned to each kelurahan by each data source was then weighted, producing a final score.   
The Jakarta government categorises indicators of each data source as contributing to a 
better state of sanitation or otherwise. Hence, for example, kelurahans that are densely 
populated, with a high percentage of poor households, and with a high percentage of built-
up areas are categorised as contributing to the worse state of sanitation. Such a kelurahan 
is then assessed to have a higher need for improved sanitation. In contrast, in relation to the 
percentage of residents served by water services, the percentage of latrines uses, and the 
percentage of transported solid waste, the lower the value, the higher the need. Hence, 
kelurahans with a smaller percentage of water service coverage, lower percentage of latrine 
use and lower percentage of transported solid waste are considered to have a higher need 
for future sanitation infrastructure development.  
Table 6. 2. Indicators used to identify sanitation risk 
 
Sources Indicators 
Weighting 
(%) 
2010 National 
Population Census 
• Population density 
• Percentage of poor households 
• Percentage of built-up area 
• Coverage of water services 
• Percentage of latrine uses 
• Percentage of transported solid waste 
30 
Perceptions of SKPDs A qualitative judgement of relevant actors 
(stakeholders) with administrative or sectoral 
authorities relevant to a particular kelurahan 
30 
Environmental Health 
Risk Assessment 
(EHRA) 
• Availability and type of: 
• Water sources 
• Wastewater 
• Solid waste disposal,  
• Drainage 
• Individual health and hygiene behaviour 
40 
Source: Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta (2012) and Pokja AMPL (2014). 
The second assessment source is based on the perceptions of regional unit officers. The 
stakeholder perception factor refers to the perceptions of relevant stakeholders with 
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administrative or sectoral authorities relevant to a particular kelurahan. The head of the 
kelurahan, the head of the district and other sectoral actors who have knowledge related to 
sanitation provide their opinions on the state of sanitation in a particular kelurahan. The 
relevant SKPD officials are expected to reach a consensus concerning the sanitation score 
for each kelurahan. A value of 4 is given to kelurahans with very high sanitation risks, 
followed by 3 (high risk), 2 (medium risk) and 1 (low risk). The SWB stated that SKPD 
officials involved in the scoring process must consider the spatial function of the area in the 
future in providing an assessment (Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012). In general, 
this can be interpreted as inferring that the suitability of an area in the future as a residential 
area will be an important factor in determining the score. 
The third assessment source is the environmental health risk assessment (EHRA) study, 
which is a dedicated survey for the development of the SWB Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI 
Jakarta (2012). The study is specifically designed to determine the state of sanitation at the 
kelurahan level in DKI Jakarta (and also for other municipalities and cities). In this study, 
there are two groups of indicators that are used to determine the state of sanitation risk in 
each kelurahan. First is the availability of infrastructure and services. The indicators used 
are the availability and type of water sources and wastewater and solid waste disposal, and 
the availability of drainage. If these services are available, the kelurahan is classed as low 
risk. The absence of these services will place the kelurahan at a higher level of risk or higher 
need. The second indicator is individual health and hygiene behaviour, where a kelurahan 
with a low percentage of good health and hygiene behaviour is associated with high 
sanitation risk and vice versa (GO I.1). The EHRA study also identified the level of sanitation 
risk as very high (4), high (3), medium (2), and low (1).   
The value of each assessment source is then weighted by the Jakarta government (Table 
6.2) and this weighting determines the overall sanitation risk of each kelurahan. The final 
results of the weighting are the degree of risk categories of each kelurahan that reflect their 
need for the provision of communal sewerage or Sanimas IDB projects. The result of this 
assessment is in the form of the degree of sanitation risk for each kelurahan (Table 6.3 and 
Figure 6.1). 
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Table 6. 3. Number and percentage of kelurahans in DKI Jakarta and sanitation risk 
category 
 Very 
High High Low Very Low Total 
Number 65 97 81 18 261* 
Percentage 25% 37% 31% 7% 100% 
Source: Develop from SWB (Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012) 
 * excludes kelurahans in Kabupaten Administratif Kepulauan Seribu 
Over half (62%) of the kelurahans in DKI Jakarta are in the very high- and high-risk 
categories in relation to sanitation provision (Table 6.3, Figure 6.1). Kelurahans within those 
two categories are distributed evenly in every municipality, although with a concentration of 
very high risk areas in North Jakarta municipality. The very low risk sanitation Kelurahans 
represent only 7% of the kelurahans and are concentrated within the area of the existing 
centralised wastewater management system of PD PALJaya. It is also noteworthy that the 
working area of Pal Jaya covers the central business district, which has a dominance of 
business and trade activities. 
The state of sanitation, which is termed sanitation risk by the government, represents the 
urgency or priority of the kelurahan to receive assistance in the development of sanitation 
infrastructure. The priority in this research is translated as the Need of the kelurahan for the 
Sanimas IDB project. Thus, there are four categories of Need, i.e. the very high need (VHN), 
high need (HN), low need (LN), and the very low need (VLN). Table 6.4 shows the number 
of kelurahans and selected beneficiaries within each category of Need. The Sanimas IDB 
beneficiaries were selected from all categories of Need with the domination of the VHN and 
HN categories.   
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Figure 6. 1. Distribution of kelurahan based on degree of risk in DKI Jakarta  
Source: Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta (2012) 
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Table 6. 4. Kelurahan Need category and selected beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB 
(2015 – 2018) 
Kelurahan Need Category 
Very High 
Need 
High 
Need 
Low 
Need 
Very Low 
Need 
Total 
Kelurahan 
Number 65 97 81 18 261 
Selected beneficiaries  20 20 3 2 45 
Source: Calculated based on (1) Letter of Provincial Secretary no, 560/-1.711-2016; no. 1539/-1.88.1-
2016, and no. 222/-1.711-2018; (2) Progress report of Sanimas IDB project document; (3) interviews with 
GO II.441. 
Observing the year of selection, there is tendency of increasing number of kelurahans from 
HN categories selected in the more recent years (Table 6.5). From 2016 to 2018 the number 
of kelurahan from HN categories has increased and in particular in 2018 the government 
also selected kelurahans from LN and VLN categories.  
Table 6. 5. Sanimas IDB beneficiaries based on year of selection and its 
corresponding Need (2015 – 2018) 
Year 
Need Category 
Red 
(Very High 
Need) 
Yellow 
(High Need) 
Green 
(Low Need) 
Blue 
(Very Low 
Need) 
2015 6 1 0 0 
2016 4 5 0 1 
2017 2 4 0 0 
2018 8 10 3 1 
Total 20 20 3 1 
Source: Calculated based on (1) Letter of Provincial Secretary no, 560/-1.711-2016; no. 
1539/-1.88.1-2016, and no. 222/-1.711-2018; (2) Progress report of Sanimas IDB project 
document; (3) interviews with GO II.4 
 
 
41 For the total number of selected beneficiaries, different sources stated different numbers and refer to 
different locations. To develop table 5.4 and the sub-sequent tables, this research have to combine different 
sources and include an interview that recalled all the selected locations based on memory. As can be seen in 
the source, the available decree of Provincial Secretary are from 2016 and 2018. None of the relevant 
interviewee have the 2017 decree. For that reason, the information of the selected beneficiary from the 
interviewee (GO II.4) were included for analysis. Even though some of the information collected during said 
interview are referred by the interviewee to a different year of selection.  
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6.4. Need for community sewerage: defined by the government for the community 
This section analyses the criteria used to identify sanitation recipients and the results of the 
application of these criteria to select beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB projects in Jakarta. As 
discussed in Section 6.3, the distribution of the selected Sanimas IDB beneficiaries is 
inconsistent with the application of the principle of Need. Two important distributional issues 
are discussed in this section. The first is the change in the eligibility criteria in the first year 
of the project and the second is the selection of non-eligible kelurahans as beneficiaries.   
The initial and general design of Sanimas IDB stated the criterion of eligibility is ‘kelurahan 
located in urban and semi-urban areas that are prone to sanitation’ (Direktorat Jenderal 
Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d). Specifically, the target are ‘low-Income communities [who 
live] in densely populated settlements and are prone to sanitation’ (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta 
Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d). The term ‘prone to sanitation’ (rawan sanitasi) refers to the state 
of sanitation in the kelurahan. That criteria is operationalized by the DKI Jakarta Government 
in the Sanitation White Book/SWB (Pokja Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012), where the 
criteria of eligibility refers to kelurahans that are included in the VHN category. However, by 
the end of 2015 financial year the Jakarta government decided to include the HN category 
as an eligible beneficiary. Although it has accommodated broader beneficiary criteria and 
covers up to 62 per cent of the total kelurahans in Jakarta (Table 6.4), as of 2018 the 
selected kelurahans still include non-eligible kelurahans (from the LN and even the VHN 
categories) (Table 6.5).  
There are three empirical explanations of changing eligibility and the inclusion of non-eligible 
kelurahans as beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB projects i.e. the empirical, conceptual, and 
political process explanations. The first explanation is based on empirical data provided by 
the interviewees. The second explanation is an explanation based on the concept of Need 
that is used in this research. Different ways of understanding the concept of Need and its 
implications are elaborated to explain the change in eligibility for Sanimas IDB. The third 
explanation refers to the complex political arrangements regarding the selection of 
beneficiaries and is discussed in Chapter 7.  
Interviewees provided several reasons for the inclusion of the HN (High Need) category 
when this was not contemplated initially. The reasons are:  
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1 there are no substantial differences between the VHN and HN categories (GO 
II.9; GO II.10; GO II.4; GO II 1),  
2 land availability for the development of WWTP in the VHN category is scarce (GO 
II.4; GO II 1; GO I.5; GO I.6; GO I.7; C 1.1; C 3.4),  
3 non-responsive local community (RT or RW) (GO I.5; GO I.6; GO I.7),  
4 reluctance of the head of kelurahan to be involved in the project (perceived as not 
beneficial) (GO I. 1; GO I. 5; GO I. 6; GO I. 7), and  
5 the willingness to involve the community are scarce in the VHN category (GO II. 
4; GO I. 5; GO I. 6; GO I. 7).  
The most common reason referred to the difficulty in finding willing communities with VHN 
to submit a proposal or become involved in the project (GO I.5; GO I.6; GO I.7; GO II.4). 
The difficulties in finding willing communities have been an issue since the first year of 
selection (2015). An interviewee elaborates this matter stating that ‘in 2015, of the 18 
proposed locations [the community group or the KSM] only eight were delivered…In 2016 
from 26 or 23 proposed locations only 11 were delivered’ (GO II.4). The selection process 
of Sanimas IDB is to select the kelurahan, then subsequently the selected kelurahans 
undertake a participatory selection process where the community will select one community 
group from among two to four candidates (refer Chapter 7). Another interviewee stated that 
compared to other cities, the number of proposed locations for sanitation projects in Jakarta 
is very small: ‘The Bogor [in West Java] and Pagar Alam [in West Sumatra] cities each asked 
for 30 locations per year, another asked for 50 locations. Jakarta asked for only 20 locations, 
but only half were completed’ (GO I.1). This interviewee described the effort of the Jakarta’s 
official as limping (‘termehek-mehek’) in completing its work. This difficulty was also 
attributed to the working contract of the field facilitators (TFL). As the most responsible actors 
for finding the community groups who are interested in participating in the Sanimas IDB 
project, the TFL are only contracted for 10 months (starting in March of the current year). A 
short contract time period often makes the process of socialisation to foster community 
interest to be involved in projects very difficult. 
An interviewee referred to the expiry of the sanitation white book (SWB), the inference being 
that there is no requirement to comply with it any longer (GO I.6). The SWB has a validity 
period and must be updated every five years. Since the legal position of the SWB is not 
clear, the DKI Jakarta Government has not yet updated the document. In addition to the 
SWB, within the accelerated urban sanitation development program (program percepatan 
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pembangunan sanitasi perkotaan/PPSP) DKI Jakarta should develop a citywide sanitation 
strategy (strategi sanitasi kota) as a reference for the overall implementation of Sanimas 
developments, including Sanimas IDB. However this document was never developed in 
Jakarta.  
One interviewee referred to the strong enthusiasm of the heads of the kelurahans (referred 
to as lurah) who were not included in the first category to be considered for these projects 
(GO I.7). The interviewee stated that the lurahs in Jakarta have a different perception 
towards the Sanimas IDB project. On the one hand there is an opinion that accepting the 
program means recognizing the existence of slums in their area. In addition, to accept the 
program can be considered as an additional burden. The support of the lurah is important 
to establish the administrative apparatus under the kelurahan i.e. the RTs and the RWs as 
well as the community leaders to be actively involved in the project. Strong support from the 
lurah is helpful in speeding the progress of the project. In one of the case study locations 
the lurah had been very supportive and the development of community sewerage was 
completed in one year, exemplifying one of the best examples in Jakarta.  
The reasons provided to explain the inconsistencies in the distribution of Sanimas IDB 
projects could be explained by relating it to the discussion of the concepts of Need (refer 
Chapter 2). In particular, a conceptual discussion of Need as individual need, rather than 
social or communal need, the ‘need of’ and ‘need for’ model and the types of social need as 
population defined need and inferred need are utilised to explain the gap between the goal 
of the project and its actual implementation.  
As explained in Chapter 5, Sanimas IDB is a project aimed at building communal wastewater 
disposal and treatment systems (referred to as communal sewerage). It focuses on a group 
of people or community within a kelurahan. The community refers to a group of people 
included in an administrative unit (RT, RW, or a combination of people from different RTs or 
another social unit such as a pesantren community (Islamic boarding school). More 
specifically, within each community the target beneficiary of the project is a community self-
help group (Kelompok Swadaya Masyarakat) (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2017; Pokja 
Sanitasi Provinsi DKI Jakarta, 2012; Water Environment Partnership in Asia & IGES, 2013). 
The concepts of community and self-help groups are central to the Sanimas IDB project. 
However, the idea of community is concerned with people having something in common, 
whether ‘…a geographical area (typically a neighbourhood)’ and/or ‘common interests or by 
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common identities’ (Ritzer & Ryan, 2011, p. 74). Moreover, the self-help groups should 
include a sense of ‘…shared concerns for the purpose of pooling their resources, garnering 
collective strength and providing mutual support to meet both collective and individual needs 
and challenges (Yntiso, 2015, p. 39). 
The community group (the KSM) in Sanimas IDB, as the target group, does not really meet 
the criteria of a community or a self-help group. Other than being a geographical area (an 
RT or an RW), the people involved in the Sanimas IDB have no common interests or shared 
problems and have engaged in few mutual efforts to resolve their problems. In other words, 
people who formed together as the KSM can more appropriately be referred as a type of 
involuntary group, since the members ‘are either coerced or in other ways pressured to 
participate’ (Garvin, Gutiérrez, & Galinsky, 2004)p. 212).  
As discussed in Section 6.3 the Indonesia and Jakarta government developed the concept 
of need for sanitation infrastructure (community sewerage) at the kelurahan level based on 
four categories of need (for sanitation) that allow to measure the state of sanitation. Such a 
technical exercise requires experts who are skilled in the relevant methodologies (Ife, 2016, 
p. 67). Hence, not only is the need for community sewerage a government-defined need, it 
is also an inferred need.  
The Jakarta government inferred a level of need for sanitation based on the analysis of 
material such as census data, survey results, statistics of service utilization and service 
accessibility, data concerning knowledge of and preferences for particular services (Section 
6.3), and comparisons between different areas. This judgement of need was not necessarily 
relevant to the needs of the population/community. Difficulties in finding community groups 
who wanted to be involved in projects, even from the VHN kelurahans category support this 
argument. If the inferred needs made by the government are in line with the needs of the 
community, then the Sanimas IDB project should not find it difficult to identify community 
groups who want to be involved. The extension of the project period to 2020, which was 
supposed to end in 2018 (as explained in Chapter 5), was mainly due to the number of 
project beneficiaries who did not meet the set targets.  
Another explanation of the distributional mismatch is related to the differentiation between 
Need as individual need and as social or communal or collective need. Table 6.2 shows that 
the EHRA survey collects data at the household level while the 2010 census data partially 
refers to household and aggregate data. However, most of the indicators are not directly 
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related to the need for communal sewerage. There are three relevant problems in relation 
to this. The first is related to the projection of individual/household statistics as social needs. 
The second is related to the projection of specific population needs as social needs. The 
third is the use of spatial administrative units as social needs.  
The need for communal sanitation in a kelurahan or community group, as indicated by SWB, 
is based on three data sources, namely the 2010 National Population Census, the EHRA 
study, and perceptions of government officials (refer Section 6.4). Indicators developed and 
used by the government to identify need are related to an individual’s or a household’s 
situation, access to services, type of service available, and service utilization, which are 
related to individual experiences, possessions and knowledge. There are two fundamental 
problems with the use of data based on the above-mentioned indicators.  
First, data are based on characteristics related to individuals rather than communities. The 
SWB does not have any indicators that address the community needs for sanitation. 
Second, personal or household access to different types of toilets, and personal health and 
hygiene behaviour are not directly related to the need for communal sanitation. The 
unavailability or poor state of individual toilets does not necessarily reflect a need for 
community sewerage or even communal/shared toilets. Data on this matter are scarce, 
however a study conducted at two locations in Indonesia showed that the majority of the 
population (over 80%) preferred private toilets to communal toilets (D. Putri, 2017)42. The 
indicators used in the selection of Sanimas IDB project beneficiaries also did not have a 
direct relation to the provision of community sanitation. Moreover, population density is used 
as the main indicator of sanitation area selection43 and this statistic does not necessarily 
reflect a community’s need for communal sewerage. The poor state of sanitation associated 
with population density in Jakarta is related to ground and surface water pollution (Apip, 
Sagala, & Lua, 2015; Luo et al., 2019). However, in densely populated areas communal 
sewerage is not the only means to address water pollution. As stated by an interviewee, 
 
42 Preference to use communal toilet generally due to “issues of land tenure, financial means and bio-physical 
factors that limit [the] ability to invest in and construct single household toilets” (Cardone, Schrecongost, & 
Gilsdorf, 2018, p. 17). 
43 As stated by GO I.1 “…population density becomes the main element. Sanimas prioritise the area with 
density greater than 100 inhabitants/hectare”. 
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“…in the middle [-class economy] dense areas, they may not need communal sewerage, 
but rather improvements in toilets and septic tanks” (GO I.5).  
The use of census data has long been criticised by researchers. Edwards (1975, p. 281) 
stated that the use of census data:  
‘…has been a hotch-potch [sic] approach in which any variable deemed by the 
researcher to be even vaguely relevant to…'social need’…has been thrown into the 
statistical melting pot and those which emerged glued together by high correlation 
coefficients have been used as composite indices of… [sanitation] deprivation’.  
Such use of individual level data to infer communal or social need echoes Bulmer’s (Bulmer, 
2015) criticism of the use of particular indicators such as social pathology and personal 
handicaps as indicators of individual problems as opposed to social structural problems. As 
elaborated in Section 6.3, most of census and survey data  (Table 6.2) used to identify the 
need for sanitation at the kelurahan level focused on the individual and household situation 
(e.g. toilet ownership in the household), access to services (e.g. desludging), service 
utilization, etc. SKPD's perception can be considered as the only source of data that 
represents the condition of the kelurahan as a unit of analysis. The lurahs and other officials 
use their qualitative knowledge about the kelurahan as a spatial and administrative unit.  
The second aspect refers to problems associated with projecting specific population needs 
as social needs. Even if the need for communal sewerage can be defined as a communal 
need, the community referred to in the term ‘communal needs’ refers to a specific population 
group who do not have their own toilet, have unimproved sanitation, and those who use 
public toilets. This specific population group in the Jakarta context is not spatially 
concentrated in an RT or RW, especially at the kelurahan level. They are scattered within 
those spatial administrative units, and hence it is difficult to include them in one communal 
sewerage system. The fact that most of the Sanimas IDB community sewerage projects that 
have been developed have lower house connections than the maximum capacity 
(requirements) supports this contention. In addition, a recent study on the performance of 
community sewerage in Indonesia concludes the average numbers of connections are as 
low as half of what was planned (Mitchell et al., 2015).  
Most of the selected community groups may be within one or two RTs, as exemplified by 
the one of the case study community group (KSMs) KSM Menteng 67 which is a community 
group from RT 006 and RT 007 within RW 01. However, the membership of those KSMs 
(and later the beneficiary and utilizer group, Kelompok Penerima dan Pemanfaat/KPP) may 
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not cover all of the RT’s residents. In average, an RT in DKI Jakarta consists of 80 to 160 
households (Pemda DKI Jakarta, 2014), while the number of households that can be 
covered by a communal sewerage is 50 households. Thus, not all residents of an RT are 
included in one KSM. It may only cover a small portion of the residents within the RT(s) that 
have specific characteristics. Hence the majority of the residents of an RT or let alone an 
RW or even a kelurahan may not be included in the specific population need. Therefore, the 
need for community sewerage is the need of the specific population group within an RT, 
RW, or a kelurahan, not the need of (if the communal need does exist) the majority of the 
population.  
The final aspect refers to the use of the spatial administrative unit as social need. Categories 
of need as specified in SWB can also be understood as aggregate need within legal 
administrative boundaries such as the kelurahan or RW (as in the citizen association slum 
statistic [Statistik RW Kumuh] which represents this type of aggregate need at the 
community association level [RW]). Needs at this spatial administrative unit are certainly not 
social needs because the government determines the needs. Bulmer (1982, 2015) refers to 
this approach as area-based policies, where a correlation between aggregate statistics and 
the characteristics of an area is made. Applying Bulmer’s approach, inferences of need of 
communal sewerage can be made from indicators at a household level. If in a certain 
administrative unit (RT, RW or kelurahan) a considerable number of households have a poor 
state of sanitation then it can be concluded that there is a need for community sewerage 
within that particular administrative unit. However, it is not true that all households living in 
the respective areas are in need of communal sewerage, and it is also not true that all 
households in need of communal sewerage live in areas where communal sewerage is 
needed. This type of ecological fallacy where the need of the individual for community 
sewerage is inferred from aggregate data has been long discussed (Knox & Pinch, 2014; 
Martínez, 2009; Mwamaso, 2015).  
6.5. Conclusion  
The allocations of Sanimas IDB projects that are analysed in this thesis are an example of 
the allocation of (scarce) resources within a public planning policy framework. Among the 
various allocation values that can be used in the distribution of resources, this research has 
focused on the value of need.  
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In this chapter, the analysis of the distributional dimension of social justice, as related to 
Sanimas IDB, focused on the end state or outcome of decisions related to the distribution of 
sanitation projects in Jakarta province. The selection of the project beneficiaries was 
conducted by the Jakarta government, and followed the principle of prioritising sanitation 
projects to the kelurahans with the highest needs for improved sanitation. This principle of 
need was applied based on the following data: 1. the use of a series of indicators that were 
part of the 2010 Population Census data; 2. results of the EHRA, a survey specifically 
designed to identify the state of sanitation at the kelurahan level in Jakarta; and 3. the 
perceptions of the sectoral government officials. The selected data, which included both 
quantitative and qualitative data, were processed by the Jakarta government and resulted 
in four categories of kelurahans based on their respective state of sanitation. This 
categorisation was used to reflect the level of need for future sanitation. 
The selection of beneficiaries of the Sanimas IDB project from 2015 to 201844 was affected 
by alterations made to the selection process. Important changes from the perspective of 
social justice were: 
1. Changes in the category of eligible sanitation beneficiaries, from including only very high 
need kelurahans to also including high need kelurahans; and 
2. The inclusion of low need and very low need kelurahans as beneficiaries. 
 
These changes and their implications were analysed in relation to three explanations: 
1. Empirical explanation. This refers to the views expressed by the interviewees. Three 
reasons were put forward to justify the need for the changes, including: 
(a) The SWB validity period had expired (a view expressed by provincial government 
officials) and hence there was no need to comply with it in the determination of 
project beneficiary. Therefore the project implementer can expand the categories of 
beneficiaries since the referred document/rule is considered to be no longer 
relevant.  
(b) Difficulties in finding kelurahans (community groups) that were willing to participate 
in the projects (a view expressed by field facilitators and supported by some 
 
44 Note that the project continues into 2019. 
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interviewees at the provincial level). The insufficient number of KSMs successfully 
created during the project implementation (2015-2018) illustrated the difficulties. In 
general, the development of Sanimas IDB project in DKI Jakarta have been slow 
compared to other province. 
(c) Some of the ineligible heads of kelurahans put forward their aspiration to receive 
Sanimas IDB projects. Most of the kelurahans that actively asked for the project 
were from non-eligible categories. While the field facilitators were urged to meet the 
target, the proposals from non-eligible kelurahans were accepted.  
2. Conceptual explanation (refers to the conceptual explanation of need). The obscurity in 
the understanding of need related to individuals or household and need as associated 
with aggregate, communal, or social needs.  
The need for community sewerage is the type of need developed by the government. 
Using various statistical data and ‘authorised’ official government perceptions, the 
government developed four categories of need. However this need was not in line with 
the community need. This argument is supported by two facts. The target to establish a 
certain number of KSMs and community sewerage was not achieved in every fiscal year. 
In addition, the targeted number of houses connected to the community sewerage was 
also not achieved. Despite the large number of kelurahans (more than 60 per cent of the 
total) perceived by the government as having a poor state of sanitation and categorised 
as being in very high (VHN) and high need (HN) for community sewerage, the yearly 
target was hardly achieved. 
The government developed concept of need also confused two levels of need, i.e. need 
at an individual level and need at a social or communal level. Assuming that kelurahans 
within the VHN and HN categories had a poor state of sanitation, it did not necessarily 
mean that the people and communities who lived in the respective areas had a need for 
community sanitation. This ecological fallacy explanation is useful in understanding the 
mismatch, that there is a need for community sewerage because at the aggregate level 
the need is identified.  
3. Political process explanation. Central to this explanation is the analysis of structure, actor 
and context. This explanation comprises the institutional dimension of social justice, 
which is discussed in Chapter 7. 
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The analysis of the distributional dimensions of Sanimas IDB project reflects the importance 
of the process (of distributing the project) that is the main concerns of institutional dimension 
of social justice. The next chapter will analyse the structure, the decision-making process, 
and actors involved in the project. 
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CHAPTER 7: INSTITUTIONS, STRUCTURE, AND PROCESS ON THE 
PROVISION OF SANIMAS IDB IN DKI JAKARTA INDONESIA 
7.1. Introduction 
Chapter 6 identified two problems related to the distribution of Sanimas IDB projects. The 
first is the changing categories of eligibility, from only including the very high need (VHN), to 
including the high need (HN) category. The second is that even with the expansion of 
eligibility criteria, there are some selected beneficiaries that did not meet the eligibility 
criteria. Some kelurahans from the low need (LN) and the very low need (VLN) criteria were 
selected. The key to assessing the distributional dimension of justice is ‘the end-state 
patterns’ (Young, 1990, p. 30) or the ‘discrepancies between…actual and ideal states of 
existence’ (Törnblom & Vermunt, 2012, p. 181). The previous chapter explained how and 
why those two problems occurred and discussed the reasons offered by the government 
actors as the empirical explanation. Furthermore, Chapter 6 applied the concept of need 
(developed in Chapter 2) in the context of community sewerage provision.  
Chapter 6 concluded that the selection procedure to identify beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB 
projects did not comply with the value of need. In particular, the differences between need 
at the aggregate level, that of the kelurahan and community group, and need at the individual 
level was analysed, in addition to the value of need defined by the community and by the 
government. The difference in understanding need at various levels, as well as the 
understanding of who defines need, will be further analysed in the context of the institutional 
dimension of social justice, where ‘who defined what and for whom’ is one of the important 
questions. Following the argument developed in Chapter 2, the actual distribution of 
Sanimas IDB beneficiaries (Chapter 6) must be understood in relation to its institutional 
processes (the institutional dimension of social justice). This chapter will address the fifth 
objective of this thesis, which is to analyse the political processes in terms of power relations 
in the selection of the beneficiaries of the Sanimas IDB project. To that end, the selection 
process to identify the project’s beneficiaries from provincial level to community level in 
terms of who was involved (actor and institution), what interests they had, and how they 
exercised power was analysed. For the Sanimas IDB project, the Indonesian Government 
applied a tiered selection method to choose the beneficiaries.  
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Central to the analysis of the institutional dimension of social justice is the political process 
‘…through which policies are made and enforced’ (Birkland, 2010, p. 15). Political 
processes include existing structures and institutions, and decision-making process 
especially in relation to how political processes produce and reproduce (in)justice (Dikeç, 
2009). Furthermore, Birkland (2010) describes political process as related to and influenced 
by social, political and economic systems, which can be understood as the context. The 
relations between two categories of actors (community and governmental actors) serve as 
the starting point for political process analysis. The values of Inclusion and Enablement will 
be used to analyse the developed relationships.  
The data used to explain the beneficiary selection processes is heavily based on the 
Sanimas IDB guidelines from different years, in addition to various government-related 
publications. Furthermore, the government officers’ understandings and interpretations are 
also included. Drawing from interviews and meeting conversations, government officers’ 
knowledge and interpretation of the selection processes were vital to carry out the 
institutional analysis. To analyse the process at the local level, case studies were used to 
illustrate the main points, such as unclear selection processes and the dominance of the 
local elites and vested interests (rent seeking).  
This chapter is divided into five sections. Section 7.1 links the outcomes from Chapter 6 to 
the objectives of this chapter. Section 7.2 describes and analyses the selection based on 
the normative process and covers both the national (including provincial and city/regency) 
and local level (including kelurahan and community group) selection criteria and processes. 
It also outlines the government’s ideal selection processes as prescribed in the Sanimas 
IDB guidelines. Section 7.3 provides the empirical processes based on the case studies. 
Section 7.4 utilises the institutional dimension values of justice, i.e. Inclusion and 
Enablement to analyse the selection processes. The contexts where different actors 
negotiated (manipulated) the values of justice are elaborated (Section 7.5); and provided as 
an explanation of the gap between the normative goals of the project and its actual 
achievement and distribution (as elaborated in Chapter 5). Section 7.6 synthesises the 
findings of the chapter in a conclusion. 
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7.2. Selection process 
The discussion of the selection process is based on two main sources. The first is the 
technical guidelines for implementing the Sanimas IDB as well as various other written 
sources (which are generally documents issued by the government, and materials for 
meetings or project evaluation meetings). The second source is interviews with informants 
from various levels (refer to Table 3.3), who provided their knowledge and interpretation of 
the process of beneficiary selection. The former is the main reference for discussion of 
normative procedures for site selection, while the latter is the basis for analysis of actual and 
perceptive procedures. 
The main sources of selection criteria and procedures for beneficiary selection of Sanimas 
IDB are stated in the technical guidelines for Sanimas IDB (referred to as the guidelines). 
Up until 2018 the Ministry of Public Work and Housing (MoPWH) had published three 
editions of the guidelines (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d). Each edition 
consisted of one general guideline and one supplement. In addition, there are also four to 
six specific guidelines45 that refer to different aspects of the project. As the title suggests, 
the main content of the guideline document is a detailed, yet broad instruction on how to 
prepare, plan, construct, operate and manage the Sanimas IDB project. It consists of a very 
detailed administrative instruction on how to make a report in every step of the project. But 
it is also very broad and can cause difficulties for amateurs to fill in the many forms relating 
to accountability.  
In relation to the selection processes, there were no significant differences46 between the 
various editions of the guidelines. The description of the selection process can be found in 
Chapter 2, Sub-sections 2.1 and 2.2 (2016 version); Chapter 2, Sub-sections 2.3 and 2.4 
(2017 version); and Chapter 1, Sub-sections 1.8 (2018 version). The selection criteria and 
procedures are divided into two levels based on the type of the selection process. The first 
is the top-down approach, where the national government selects a beneficiary at the 
provincal level, the province then selects the city/regency, and the regency selects the 
 
45 There are: 1. Procurement of goods and services, 2. Financial Management of Aid Funds, 3 
Infrastructure development, 4. Operation and Maintenance, 5. Implementation of Gender Equality, and 6. 
Technical Guidelines for Gender Audit Activities) 
46 The overall contents of the books are also the same; the main difference is on the structure of the books.  
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kelurahan. The second approach is the bottom-up process where the community within the 
kelurahan selects the community group in a participatory process. The general 
implementation of Sanimas IDB includes preparation, selection, construction, and operation 
and maintenance (refer to Chapter 5 section 5.3).  
7.2.1. Top-down selection 
This section analyses the selection criteria and processes of selection of provinces and in 
particular, cities/regencies. It examines the criteria and processes from normative sources 
(guidelines and regulations), perceptive sources (different actors’ perceptions) and actual 
cases that have been implemented.  
National level selection aims to select provinces that are to be beneficiaries of Sanimas IDB. 
From a total of 34 provinces in Indonesia, 13 provinces have been selected as beneficiaries 
of the Sanimas IDB project. The only selection criteria stated by MoPWH at this level is 
whether or not the province had previously received the National Program for Community 
Empowerment project (Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat - Mandiri 
Perkotaan/PNPM Mandiri47) (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d). Hence, 
eligible provinces are provinces that previously received the PNPM project (Table 7.1). 
Nevertheless, various sources mentioned that all provinces in Indonesia are beneficiaries of 
PNPM Mandiri (Effendi, 2015; Rahayu, 2014; see also the decree of the Coordinating 
Minister for the People's Welfare Sector of the Republic of Indonesia (number 
B.192/MENKO/KESRA/X/2009 on list of determined locations and allocation of PNPM 
Mandiri BLM for the 2010 budget year)48, meaning that every province in Indonesia is eligible 
for the project. 
The selection criteria and processes at this level are unknown and the interviewees were 
not able to provide a clear explanation as to why. However, it became clear in the 
 
47 PNPM Mandiri is a national initiative to alleviate poverty by using a community empowerment approach. 
There are two main components of the program, which are Rural PNPM and Urban PNPM. Since its first 
implementation in 2007, the program has reached all districts (Kecamatan) in Indonesia. PNPM Mandiri is a 
further development of the previous program (Program Penanggulangan Kemiskinan di Perkotaan/P2KP), 
which started in 1999. PNPM Mandiri became an umbrella program for all government sponsored community 
empowerment (Rochmad Effendi, 2015; Rahayu, 2014).  
48 The decree stated 33 provinces as the beneficiaries of the project (there were a total of 33 provinces in 
2010).  
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discussions with interviewees that the selection of 13 provinces was a policy of the central 
government. 
Eligibility criteria for a city or regency to be a beneficiary are as follows: the city has 
established a City Sanitation Strategy (Strategi Sanitasi Kota/SSK); the city has submitted 
letters of interest to participate in the program; and the proposed location (kelurahan) is 
within urban and semi-urban areas that have received P2KP or PNPM Mandiri Urban 
programs (table 7.1).  
Strategi Sanitasi Kota/SSK is a medium-term strategic plan that is prepared to accelerate 
the development of the sanitation sector in a city/regency. It contains a portrait of the current 
state of sanitation of a regency or city49, a strategic plan, and an action plan for medium-
term sanitation development (Tim Teknis Pembangunan Sanitasi/ TTPS, 2009: iii). SSK is 
a part of the acceleration of the settlement sanitation development program (Percepatan 
Pembangunan Sanitasi Permukiman/PPSP), and a national sanitation development 
program initiated by the Sanitation Development Technical Team (Tim Teknis 
Pembangunan Sanitasi/TTPS50) (refer Chapter 4).  
According to the PPSP website51, in 2018 there were 46652 regencies and cities that had 
developed SSK and were eligible for the Sanimas IDB project. However, the selection 
procedure indicated the dominant role of the central government reflecting the top-down 
approach. The centrality of the top-down approach in implementing community-based 
sanitation policies has occurred in many places and programs (Beard, 2002, 2005; 
Dasgupta & Beard, 2007; Deak, 2008; Hueso & Bell, 2013; Roitman, 2019). In addition, the 
literature demonstrtes that the dominance of the top-down approach occurs because of the 
pressure to determine a certain number of locations for the project (project’s target), 
pressure to disburse the budget as soon as possible and to control the implementation 
(Deak, 2008; Hueso & Bell, 2013). However, within this context where there is a lack of 
government officials, the skill to implement the project, and other priorities such as other 
 
49 Further developed as ‘Sanitation White Book’ (Buku Putih Sanitasi). 
50 It consists of elements from BAPPENAS, Ministry of Public Works, Ministry of Home Affairs, Ministry of 
Health, Ministry of Industry, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Environment, and State Ministry of Public Housing. 
51 http://portal.nawasis.info/public/ptablessk_list.php. Accessed Nov 10th, 2018.  
52 In Indonesia, total number of regency are 416 and city are 98. According to Law no. 33/2004 the sanitation 
sector is a mandatory affair for the regency/city government.  
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projects/programs, the implementation of this approach has been criticised (Bongartz, 
Musyoki, Milligan, & Ashley, 2010; Hueso & Bell, 2013). 
The procedure also refers to a verification processes conducted by the central government, 
which looks into a single criterion that is the preparedness of a city/regency. Preparedness 
is broadly defined as the commitment of the city/regency government in terms of:  
1. Existence of a dedicated, responsible agency (appointed by the regent or mayor);  
2. Local government has agreed to use the participatory approach, and;  
3. Local government agreement to provide funds and in-kind contributions.  
In addition to the three criteria, the Indonesian Government also included the dense urban 
neighbourhoods with a poor state of sanitation as the selection criteria (Direktorat Jenderal 
Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 77).  
How the verification works, in terms of the use of the four said criteria, is unknown. However, 
after this verification processes, the Central Government can determine the number of 
locations that will be implemented in each city/municipality. At this point, the general 
guidelines of Sanimas IDB do not mention whether the allocated number of locations in each 
city/regency is actually decided based on a bottom-up proposal (i.e. by the community group 
and kelurahan), or whether it is a central government policy/decision. An interviewee from 
MoPWH suggested that the latter is the case. According to the interviewee, ‘the decree from 
MoPWH was in a bundle form, for example in DKI Jakarta there are 15 locations, … later, 
the local government will issue specific decisions about which kelurahan or the exact 
locations’ (GO I.1). The Director of Environmental Sanitation Development’s decree 
regarding the establishment of the number of locations for the Sanimas IDB (Figure 7.2) 
also supports this view. In the decree, only the total number of locations were stated. On the 
contrary, however, an interviewee from DKI Jakarta Province (GO II.10) stated that the 
decision was made based on the bottom-up proposal. Referring to the DKI Jakarta Regional 
Secretary decree (Figure 7.3.), GO II.10 stated that the DKI Jakarta proposed the location 
in the decree to the central government (MoPWH) for approval. In the case study for this 
thesis, an interviewee suggested that the selection used a top-down approach. The 
interviewee explained that, for example, in 2015 one kelurahan in Central Jakarta was 
decided by the central government as the beneficiary, even though the Jakarta government 
never proposed a location for that area. This interviewee stated: ‘we did not ask for Central 
Jakarta. Why then did the Ministry issue a DIPA [location] for Central Jakarta?’ (GO I.6) 
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Table 7. 1.  Selection criteria and procedure for Sanimas IDB at Province, City, and 
Kelurahan level based on different technical guidelines 
Level Technical Guidance Year 
2016 2017 2018 
Selection Criteria Selection 
Procedure 
Selection Criteria Selection 
Procedure 
Selection 
Criteria 
Selection 
Procedure 
Province  13 provinces which 
are previous 
locations of National 
Community 
Empowerment 
Program (PNPM) 
Mandiri Perkotaan 
(P2KP) 
Not stated 13 provinces which 
are previous 
locations of National 
Community 
Empowerment 
Program (PNPM) 
Mandiri Perkotaan 
(P2KP),. 
Not stated 13 provinces 
which are 
previous locations 
of National 
Community 
Empowerment 
Program (PNPM) 
Mandiri 
Perkotaan 
(P2KP) 
Not stated 
Regency/city  • Have City 
Sanitation 
Strategy 
document 
(Strategi Sanitasi 
Kota) 
• Regency/City 
submit interest 
letter 
• The targeted 
locations are in 
urban and semi-
urban areas, 
which have 
received P2KP or 
PNPM Urban 
programs 
Not stated • Have City 
Sanitation 
Strategy 
document 
(Strategi Sanitasi 
Kota)  
• Regency/City 
submit interest 
letter 
• The targeted 
locations are in 
urban and semi-
urban areas, 
which have 
received P2KP 
or PNPM Urban 
programs 
Not stated • Have City 
Sanitation 
Strategy 
document 
(Strategi 
Sanitasi Kota) 
• Regency/City 
submit interest 
letter 
• The targeted 
locations are 
in urban and 
semi-urban 
areas, which 
have received 
P2KP or 
PNPM Urban 
programs 
Not stated 
Kelurahan • Previous locations 
of P2KP or PNPM 
Mandiri. 
• Received at least 
one cycle of 
“direct community 
assistance” (BLM) 
funds. 
• Located in urban 
or semi-urban 
areas 
Figure 7.2.  
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areas, but not a 
residential area 
managed by a 
developer/private 
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(excluding 
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Integrated 
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Driven 
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ICDD (NSUP 
or KOTAKU) 
 
Source: Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya (2016, 2017, 2018d) 
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Figure 7. 1. MoPWH decree of Sanimas IDB locations 
Source: MoPWH 
 
Tahap 1 Tahap 2 Jumlah
1 3 75 78
1 Kabupaten Aceh Selatan 0 6 6
2 Kabupaten Aceh Tenggara 0 6 6
3 Kabupaten Aceh Besar 0 9 9
4 Kabupaten Pidie 0 6 6
5 Kabupaten Aceh Tamiang 3 12 15
6 Kota Banda Aceh 0 12 12
7 Kota Lhoksumawe 0 9 9
8 Kota Langsa 0 15 15
2 41 61 102
1 Kabupaten Karo 11 14 25
2 Kabupaten Deli Serdang 9 9 18
3 Kota Tebing Tinggi 0 9 9
4 Kota Medan 3 12 15
5 Kota Pematang Siantar 9 6 15
6 Kota Binjai 9 11 20
3 18 78 96
1 Kabupaten Sijunjung 0 6 6
2 Kabupaten Padang Pariaman 3 6 9
3 Kabupaten Agam 3 12 15
4 Kabupaten Lima Puluh Koto 3 9 12
5 Kota Padang 3 6 9
6 Kota Solok 3 9 12
7 Kota Sawah Lunto 0 9 9
8 Kota Payakumbuh 0 9 9
9 Kota Pariaman 3 12 15
4 9 9 18
1 Kota Pekanbaru 9 9 18
5 9 12 21
1 Kota Jambi 9 12 21
6 27 111 138
1 Kabupaten Ogan Komering Ilir 3 21 24
2 Kabupaten Muara Enim 6 15 21
3 Kota Palembang 6 18 24
4 Kota Prabumulih 6 6 12
5 Kota Lubuklinggau 6 6 12
6 Kota Banyuasin 0 15 15
7 Kota Pagar Alam 0 30 30
7 27 24 51
1 Kabupaten Bengkulu Selatan 9 3 12
2 Kabupaten Rejang Lebong 9 15 24
3 Kota Bengkulu 9 6 15
Provinsi Sumatera Barat
Provinsi Riau
Provinsi Jambi
Provinsi Sumatera Selatan
Provinsi Bengkulu
TAHUN ANGGARAN 2018
No Nama Kabupaten/Kota 
Jumlah Lokasi
Provinsi Aceh
Provinsi Sumatera Utara
PENETAPAN JUMLAH LOKASI KEGIATAN 
 SANITASI BERBASIS MASYARAKAT/COMMUNITY BASED SANITATION PROGRAM
LAMPIRAN 
Keputusan Direktur Pengembangan Penyehatan 
Lingkungan Permukiman
Nomor : 
Tanggal :
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Figure 7. 2. Regional Secretary Decree on selected community group 
Source: Pemda DKI Jakarta 
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The selection of beneficiaries at the kelurahan level is very vague, and therefore difficult to 
explain. The guidelines referred to it as a bottom-up process (Figure 7.4). At the district level, 
DPIU conducts socialisation (refer to Chapter 5, section 5.3) for kelurahans that are 
considered eligible, and then those kelurahans will submit a statement of interest, resulting 
in a long list53 of potential beneficiaries. The bottom-up mechanism is referred to as a 
process where the kelurahans identified in the list (through the respective lurah54) propose 
an interest in becoming involved in the project. Interviewees from the national government 
added that up to five kelurahans will compete for one location. This selection process is 
referred to as kelurahan-level selotif (selotif tingkat kelurahan) and it results in a shortlist of 
the beneficiary kelurahans (GO I.1 & GO I.3)55. Then DPIU conducts a verification process. 
A description of what was verified and how the verification process was carried out is not 
provided in the guidelines. However, from the interview process it can be inferred that the 
verification process refers to the commitment of the lurah to implement the project in his/her 
jurisdiction and also the commitment of the community groups (LKM and BKM) to run the 
project. The verification process then results in a list of project beneficiaries. In one of the 
meetings attended by the researcher, one participant from the central government explained 
that in the selection of kelurahans there was a participatory selection process, in which the 
kelurahans that were interested in getting the project competed against each other. 
However, the so-called competition is solely based on the kelurahan’s or the lurah’s 
commitment to deliver the project (see Figure 7.4). This was repeated again by the same 
interviewee when he was interviewed for this research. According to this interviewee, in the 
technical guidelines - the process of selotif at the kelurahan level would be followed by a 
minimum of five kelurahans (GO I.3). The interviewee added that based on technical and 
non-technical readiness criteria, the highest priority kelurahan was selected. In the selected 
kelurahan, there will be a local level selotif, where up to five locations (although another 
 
53 List of all eligible kelurahans. In Jakarta context, all kelurahan within the VHN and HN (refer to Chapter 6) 
comprised the long list. 
54 Lurah is the head of kelurahan. Government regulation number 73/2005 on kelurahan stated that lurah is 
appointed by the city mayor based on propotition made by Camat. In addition, a lurah must be a government 
civil servant with rank between III-b to III-d and a minimum of 10 years in services. 
55 However, this mechanism is not stated in the guidelines (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 
2018d) 
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interviewee stated ‘two to four’ prospective locations (GO I.2)) will compete for one 
beneficiary position (this is further explained in Section 7.3.2.). 
Figure 7. 3. Selection process at Kelurahan Level for Sanimas IDB 
Source: Developed from Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya (2018d) 
 
The next section elaborates the selection processes at the local level based on the case 
studies (empirical process). The local level selection identifies the precise location of the 
community sewerage (the WWTP) in an RT or RW.  
7.2.2. Bottom-up selection process 
A particular method of beneficiary selection termed as selotif56 (seleksi lokasi partisipatif) 
has been developed by Indonesian Government (Figure 7.4). It is a bottom-up approach 
and based on poverty reduction literature that can be categorised as a self-selection method. 
MoPWH explained selotif as “a refinement of the RPA (Rapid Participatory Assessment) 
method that uses five variables, while the Selotif method uses three main variables” 
(Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 106).  
 
56 Other sources abbreviate “seleksi lokasi partisipatif” as selotip. However, in this context the term selotif is 
used in accordance with the use of the term in MoPWH publications (MoPWH, 2018; 2017; 2016).  
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Figure 7. 4 Flow of the selotif method and the formation of KSM 
Source: MoPWH 
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The selection procedure starts with the creation of the kelurahan selotif committee that 
consists of the head of the kelurahan, the kelurahan sanitation task force, community 
leaders, representatives from each of prospective location, and women representatives from 
the community (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d, p. 106). At this stage, the 
community group (KSM) has not yet exist. The kelurahan sanitation task force has given the 
authority to identify up to five potential locations at each kelurahan. The kelurahan’s selotif 
committee then conducts meetings at each prospective location to conduct what is called a 
‘selotif method’ to select a location. Once a location is selected, the community group as the 
beneficiary of the project is then formed (Figure 7.4). It is important to note that the formation 
of KSM is essentially the election of a KSM chairman. The elected chairperson then forms 
the KSM management structure. 
The selotif method uses several techniques to assess three variables, i.e. level of community 
participation, population density and state of sanitation (Table 7.2). The selotif committee 
uses focus group discussion and community consultation (rembuk) as the tools to assess 
the level (and score) of community participation. Community participation is given the largest 
score (50% of the total) among the variables. Indicators assessed for community 
participation in this project are defined as the willingness of the community to contribute to 
the project, in terms of home connection costs57, monthly contributions for each family, 
status of the land for the WWTP58 infrastructure, and in kind contribution (volunteer work 
undertaken as part of the physical development of the community WWTP) (Table 7.2). In 
relation to community participation, the normative processes as stated by the guidelines also 
highlight the importance of including women and the poor within the community. However, 
how this participation is assessed is not explained. 
 
 
 
 
57 Cost associated with the connection of individual toilet (in one own house) to the WWTP network.  
58 Wastewater treatment plant/WWTP refers only to the treatment plant; community sewerage refers to the 
WWTP and other infrastructure needed to connect waste water from the household to the WWTP (e.g. sewers 
or pipelines, control tanks, maintenance holes and household connections). 
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Table 7. 2. Variables and indicators for community group selection in the selotif 
process  
Variables Indicators 
Community participation 
(50%) 
Contribution for home connection 
Monthly fee contribution  
Land status of the proposed WWTP location 
In-kind contribution at any stage of the project 
Population Density (30%) Density/ha 
 
State of sanitation (20%) % of household with individual septic tank 
Shallow well water quality 
% of household channelling grey water (kitchen & bathroom) to 
drainage/river 
Source: (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d)  
 
As seen in Table 7.2, the population density accounted for 30% of the total score. The selotif 
committee conducts an observation using a transect walk to check the population density of 
each proposed location. In addition, the committee also uses secondary data to analyse this 
variable.  
The state of sanitation accounted for 20% of the total. The data collection techniques used 
to assess the state of sanitation are transect walk and interviews with local people. The 
result is a map of the local sanitation network (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018d).  
Using the results in relation to the indicators (Table 7.2), the selotif committee determines a 
location and it is then verified by field facilitator (TFL). The final result is forwarded to the 
Lurah and Pejabat Pembuat Komitmen59 /Satuan Kerja Perangkat Daerah (Commitment 
Making Officer/ Regional Working Unit) for approval. Their approval indicates the end of the 
selection processes of the community group in the Sanimas IDB project. The next step is 
the implementation processes that starts with the formation of the community group (KSM) 
(refer to Figure 7.4).  
In addition to variables and indicators in Table 7.2, interviewees from different level stated 
the importance of the compatibility of geographical position and the land status of the 
proposed location of the communal WWTP as the selection criteria (GO I.5; GO I.6; GO I.7; 
 
59 PPK is a government official who is authorized to make budget spending decisions and actions, and is 
responsible for the implementation of procurement of goods / services (Presidential Regulation Number 
70/2012 and Government Regulation number 45/2013). 
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GO II.1; C 1.1; C 2.1). In relation to the land’s status for the wastewater treatment plant 
(WWTP), interviewees from the DKI Jakarta province had a different view. They stated the 
importance of the availability of land with clear entitlement60 for a WWTP (GO II.10; GO II.4; 
GO II. 1). More importantly, the DKI Jakarta Government must own the land proposed for 
the WWTP. This precondition is relevant for the further management of the developed 
community sewerage, in terms of the operation and maintenance of the facility. The DKI 
Jakarta Province can only provide funds for maintenance of infrastructure or facilities that 
belong to the government (GO II.10; GO II.4; GO II. 1). The requirements proposed by the 
DKI Jakarta Government differ from those made by the central government. The central 
government assesses land granted by citizens as the greatest form of participation (given 
the highest value - 4), while the use of government-owned land (as preferred by the DKI 
Jakarta Government) occupies the second position (given a value of 3) (Direktorat Jenderal 
Cipta Karya, 2016, 2017, 2018d). But contrary to the DKI Jakarta preference, an interviewee 
from the community in the case study B (refer to Box 7.1) stated that their location was 
selected as the Sanimas IDB beneficiary because the other potential locations proposed 
location for the WWTP on a land owned by the DKI Jakarta Government, which some 
consider to be difficult to get an approval for. The land status has long been a discussion in 
the implementation of government-based programs or projects to improve housing and 
environmental conditions such as the MHT project, PNPM and the kampung deret in 
Indonesia and similar programs in other countries (Devas, 1981; Reerink & van Gelder, 
2010; Rukmana, 2018b; Supriatna, 2018). A clear, formal land titling 'is sometimes a 
requirement for government welfare support' at the implementation level even though it is 
not formally required in the policy level (Roitman, 2019, p. 2). In the Sanimas IDB context, 
the land status as one of the selection criteria was understood in different ways in the 
national, provincial and community level.   
In all case studies, the KSM management is dominated by those who belong in positions at 
the local level such as RT or RW management (i.e. chair, secretary or treasurer). All of the 
KSM chair, except in one case, were employed by the head of the RT. In addition, the KSM’s 
secretaries and treasurers are also occupied by people who held similar positions in the RT 
 
60 There are various status of land used for community WWTP in DKI Jakarta, started from land belong to 
different government institutions, leased from community (or KSM) member, and unclear status (see appendix 
of status of land on each of KSM in DKI Jakarta).  
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or RW. The dominance of local elites in the management of KSM cannot be separated from 
the design of the project that follows the formal government hierarchy. The project’s design, 
starting from the socialisation (flow of the information) to the selection (the appointment) of 
the project beneficiary follows the formal structure of government. The socialisation process 
at various levels (section 7.3) specifically intended for the government elite. Furthermore, in 
the local level socialisation at the kelurahan level, the guidelines only specify lurah and 
LKM/BKM as the participants. In all case studies, the information about the Sanimas IDB 
was obtained by the heads of the RT (who later became the head of the KSM) from the BKM 
or lurah.  The appointment of government elites in the lower structure to receive information 
and then execute the IDB Sanimas project can be interpreted in the term ‘elite capture’.  
The issue of elite capture in the Sanimas IDB project shown by the case studies in this thesis 
confirms the conclusions drawn by Bardhan and Mookherjee (2000, p. 135), stating 'the 
lower the level of government, the greater the extent of capture by vested interests'. The 
domination of the informal leaders (the RT and RW as well as the LKM/BKM actors) are in 
line specifically with the results of a study by Alatas et al. (2019). Their research, which 
distinguishes elite capture by formal leaders and informal leaders, shows that in various 
targeted welfare programs in Indonesia (i.e. BLT, Jamkesmas, Raskin61) formal leaders and 
their families ‘are more likely to be beneficiaries, while informal elites are less likely to’ 
(Alatas et al., 2019, p. 336).     
The design of the Sanimas IDB project seems different from what the literature on 
community-driven development typically shown, where most of the ‘programs intended to 
develop local infrastructure, program decision-making and implementation are often placed 
directly in the hands of citizens, bypassing existing local leadership structures’ (Alatas et al., 
2019, p. 334). The Sanimas IDB project, however, was designed with a focus on employing 
the existing hierarchical bureaucratic structures down to the community level (Sub-section 
7.3.1). At the city level socialisation, which will determine beneficiary at the kelurahan level, 
the participants are the lurah and LKM/BKM members who, in turn, will pass the information 
through the 'local bureaucracy' of RT and RW. 
 
61 BLT (Bantuan langsung tunai) is Direct Cash Assistance Program, Jamkesmas (Jaminas kesehatan 
masyarakat) is a free health insurance, and Raskin (beras miksin) is a subsidised rice program. 
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The indication of elite capture in the Sanimas IDB project was clearly seen in the process of 
beneficiary selection and the formation of KSM and its organisational structure (refer to 
Section 7.5). 
7.3. Empirical selection processes based on case studies 
At the implementation level, the selection processes at the community level to select a 
community group/KSM are not as clear as the processes stated in the guidelines (Section 
7.2). The selection processes identified in the case study also indicated different processes 
to those outlined in the guidelines. In almost all of the case studies, the selection processes 
as describe in Sub-section 7.2.2 is not existed. Only in kelurahan B, the interviewees stated 
that that there was a selection process in terms of the selotif. However, the interviewee 
explained different processes. In kelurahan B, in addition to the normative selection 
processes as prescribed by the guidelines and explained by the national level interviewees 
(i.e. where two to four and even a minimum of five community groups/KSM in one kelurahan 
compete against each other), the interviewee (C 1.1) stated that their KSM was also 
competes with KSMs from other kelurahans (refer Box 7.1). All other case study showed 
that the locations were appointed by the national and/or provincial government agents. The 
dominant role of one particular actor from the national level were acknowledge by several 
interviewees from different kelurahan as well as other national and provincial actors. In 
additions, actors in kelurahan level also played important role in determining the exact 
location (RT or RW) the WWTP. Dominant roles of these actors based on their domination 
on the flows of information, their status as the central government officials and their central 
role within the community (refer to Box 7.2).  
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BOX 7.1 - KSM CP 
The KSM CP was formed in 2016, a year after the first socialisation of the Sanimas IDB project in 
that kelurahan in 2015. After the socialisation processes one of the members of the Badan 
Keswadyaan Masyarakat/BKM in the kelurahan, known as pak C 2.1, actively offered the Sanimas 
IDB project to several neighbourhood associations (Rukun Tetangga/RT) that met geographic 
requirements (e.g. land slope) and land availability. However, up to 2016 among other RTs, only RT 
03 showed a serious interest and its proposed location for the wastewater treatment plant (community 
sewerage) and the overall geographic position was suitable for development of community sewerage. 
The KSM members were dominated by people who also have a formal role within the kelurahan. 
Lead by C 1.1, who is also the head of the neighbourhood association (Ketua Rukun Tetangga/RT), 
the other committee have various positions in the RTs or in the citizen association (Rukun Warga) 
such as C 1.5, who is the secretary of the KSM and also serves as the RW’s secretary. Similarly, C 
1.6 is the treasurer of the KSM and is also the treasurer of the RW. Two other committees’ members 
also serve as members of BKM. One of them is the only women representative in the KSM. 
Seemingly, C 1.1 is selected as the leader of KSM because he is the head of RT 03 where the 
proposed WWTP will be located. Furthermore, C 1.1 chose other KSM administrators from people, 
according to him, ‘he knew well’, and thus, ‘knew the quality and their performance’. 
To be selected for the Sanimas IDB project, C 1.1 recalled, that there are two other RWs that had 
been surveyed for the program. C 1.2 specified the RWs as RW 03 and 08. Both interviewees agreed 
that the KSM CP was selected because the two other RWs did not have a suitable geographic 
position and there were concerns regarding the land status of the proposed WWTP site. AMR added, 
the land allocated for the WWTP in RW 03 belongs to Pemda, which would prove to be too hard to 
obtain a permit to use, and RW 08 was not suitable as the land is flat, and therefore it would be 
difficult to develop the desired gravity based WWTP systems. C 1.1 concluded that RW 01 (where 
the KSM CP resides) was selected because: “its geographical condition is the best”. In addition to its 
geographical conditions, AMR stated that in their RT “there are people who want to help manage the 
program”. This statement refers to the fact that most of the people and their RT (including himself) 
supported the project even though some were opposed to it.  
In relation to the selection process at the kelurahan level, the KSM CP had to compete with two other 
KSMs from different kelurahans. With the assistance of field facilitators (Tenaga fasilitator 
lapangan/TFL), the proposal was developed. C 1.1 recalled that he revised the proposal several 
times and that it was never finalised. The KSM CP’s proposal would then “compete with proposals of 
KSM from kelurahan C and kelurahan TB”. According to C 1.1, their proposal won the selection 
processes because they matched the criteria of administrative completeness, and the land status of 
the proposed WWTP location. 
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BOX 7.2. Dominant role of an actor in kelurahan D 
Pak C 2.1 called himself the Sanimas IDB project implementer. In the KSM G he defined 
himself as the organizer, even though he was not in the KSM’s management structure. 
In addition to KSM G, he is also acting on the behalf of two other KSMs in kelurahan D. 
People in the community refer to him as the community leader. To interview the KSM, 
everyone from the province level to the community level directed the researcher to him, 
not the KSM leader. His central position within the community was based on his 
previous position in the community. Pak C 2.1 was the former chair of the 
neighbourhood association (Ketua RT) for two periods, and also member of the 
community self-reliance institution (Lembaga Keswadyaan Masyarakat/LKM) and a 
member of the previous kelurahan council (dewan kelurahan) for two periods. He also 
mentioned that he was a civil servant. In addition, Pak C 2.1 often stated that he had 
connections to the Central Jakarta Mayor (Walikota) and as the member of LKM he had 
close connections with the lurah as well. Pak C 2.1 is an example of a citizen who has 
a dominant role in his community. 
The Sanimas IDB project at the kelurahan M(T) had a quite unique structure. The head 
of the KSM is C 2.3, who worked as a factory worker in Bekasi (the outskirt of Jakarta) 
and spent most of his time there. He is the only member within the KSM structure with 
no association to the local elites. The deputy head and the treasurer of KSM are heads 
of RT and the treasurer of RT in the kelurahan.  
For the development of three community sewerage projects in Menteng kelurahan, pak 
C 2.1 acted as the contractor for physical development of the WWTP plan. As a member 
of LKM, he is responsible for monitoring project implementation. Reflecting on the 
selection of the head of the KSM, pak E recalled that the community wanted him to be 
the leader, however he insisted that the community should not choose him as the chair 
of the KSM since ‘I have a close relationship with the Lurah, and could be accused as 
doing corruption and conducting collusion and nepotism’. He often explained his role so 
that the kelurahan could get three locations for Sanimas IDB and this was confirmed by 
one of the TFL who said that ‘in 2016 the DIPA allocation for Central Jakarta increased 
to three locations – two for Menteng Village and one for Kemayoran Village. However, 
the people [referred to pak C 2.1] in Menteng requested that they be given three 
locations or not at all’ (GO I.6).  
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In the next Section, the normative and the empirical selection procedures were evaluated 
base on the values of social justice (Chapter 2, Sections 2.3 and 2.7): Inclusion and 
Enablement.  
7.4. Evaluation of the selection process based on values of Inclusion and 
Enablement 
This section discusses the selection processes (normative and empirical processes) to 
understand the application of values of Inclusion and Enablement. In this thesis, value of 
inclusion is defined as ‘a program of measures to ensure that everyone has the same 
opportunities to learn, to work, to be involved with their community and to have a voice on 
decisions that affect them’ (Labonté et al., 2012, p. 24) and the values of enablement is 
defined as ‘a strategy adopted by central and local government to co-ordinate and facilitate 
the efforts of community and neighbourhood-based organisations to initiate, plan and 
implement their own projects according to the principles of self-determination, self-
organisation and self-management’ Burgess et al. (1994, p.64).  
The value of inclusion is operationalised using three aspects: recognition and respect, 
participation, and access. The value of enablement is operationalised into voice, active 
community involvement and the creation of incentives and facilitating measures. Each 
aspect is then operationalised into the indicators as listed in Table 7.3.  
The identified values were operationalised into aspects and indicators. The selected 
indicators were analysed to see whether they were evident in both the normative and 
empirical level. Indicators of Inclusion and Enablement were applied specifically to the 
determine the eligibility criteria of the beneficiaries and the beneficiary selection process. 
Table 7.3 shows a summary of the analysis of social justice values and their application.  
  169 
Table 7. 3. Value of Justice in the normative, perceptive and actual selection process 
Value Aspect Indicator Implementation at local level 
Normative Empiric 
Inclusion Recognition and 
respect 
• Area or community in need 
identified (eligible) 
• Gender sensitive 
• Participatory selection process 
• The very high- and high need community 
• Involvement of women, children, and the poor 
and vulnerable 
• Self-selection method (selotif) is developed 
• Non-need category as beneficiary (chapter 6) 
• Limited involvement of women, children, and 
the poor and vulnerable 
• Self-selection method is directive  
• Authoritative instruction 
Participation • Opportunity to participate 
• Presence 
• Contribution 
• Minimal percentage (30%) of women in: 
o Community meeting 
o Formal structure of community group 
(KSM and KPP) 
• In-kind contribution 
• Domination of people with affiliations to formal 
administrative structures (that of RT/RW, 
kelurahan, orang Dinas, orang walikota, orang 
Pusat) 
• Women involvement is limited and of the 
poor/vulnerable is not evident  
• In-kind contribution is non existence  
Access Forms and flows of information Socialisations at various level: 
• National 
• Province 
• City/municipality 
• BKM/LKM 
• Community 
• Socialisation and flows of information 
dominated/captured by elite.  
• At community level, information controlled by 
Lurah, BKM/LKM, and RT/RW 
Enablement Voice Power to influence the process and 
decision 
 
• Self-identification of community 
(neighbourhood) state of sanitation 
• Self-selection (participatory) processes of 
community group beneficiary selection 
• Independent preparation of community work 
plan (RKM) 
• Involvement in planning detail design of 
sewerage (DED) 
• Top-down identification 
• Indicators and formula for selection process are 
set out by the government 
• PPIU, Kelurahan, Pokjasan, LKM/BKM, TAMK, 
and TFL (the government related 
institution/actor) have dominant role in 
development of community work plan (RKM) 
• Community don’t have the knowledge to 
develop detailed engineering design (DED) 
Community active 
involvement 
The government formulate the policy, 
community actors implement it 
 
• Pro-poor and enablement concept 
• LKM/BKM legal financing position, but not the 
direct beneficiary. 
• Field facilitators do not fully understand their 
roles and how to carry out the roles 
• Burden for the community  
• LKM/BKM strong position against KSM 
Creation of 
incentives and 
facilitating 
measures  
 
Create legal, regulatory and financial 
frameworks or institutional 
arrangements  
 
• Instruction and implementation form to 
encourage community active involvement 
• Not easily implemented 
• The formed institutional structure is dominated 
by the formal structure of government at the 
local level (kelurahan). The social, economic, 
political and cultural system contexts 
perpetuate state control over the population. 
  170 
In general, it can be concluded that the indicators of social justice were evident in the 
normative level in the development of eligibility criteria and the selection process. However, 
the said indicators of social justice were not evident in the empirical level (based on the case 
studies), as shown in the 4th and 5th column of Table 7.3 respectively. 
In relation to the first aspect of inclusion, recognition and respect are operationalised into 
three indicators, namely: (a) the area or community in need is identified; (b) the principle of 
gender sensitivity is applied; and (c) the participatory selection process is acknowledged in 
the normative process. Recognition and respect in the social justice study refer to a question 
of equal social status (Fraser, 2014). Within the context of Jakarta urban infrastructure, 
inequality in its provision are evident in certain part of the area associated with the poor, i.e. 
the kampung. Sanimas IDB program is developed with target to improve area with poor state 
of sanitation. Recognition of particular need of the poor and the development of participatory 
selection process where local ideas and knowledge about their own state of sanitation and 
how to improve the condition are particularly acknowledged and respected in the normative 
level. Indonesian government and the Sanimas IDB project implementer goes even further 
to ensure that the principles of recognition and respect can be implemented by providing 
various technical guidelines (Direktorat Jenderal Cipta Karya, 2018a, 2018h). Recognition 
of particular need and the limited financial ability of the local community are inline with the 
core value of CLTS (Joshi, 2010; Movik & Mehta, 2010; Mukherjee & Shatifan, 2010).  
However, analysis developed in Chapter 6 demonstrates that the recognition of different 
need of people or community that live in the sanitation deprived areas are not always 
implemented. The principle of need is not applied consistently, even though the category of 
need has been determined based on objective indicators. Similarly, for gender sensitive and 
participatory selection processes. The involvement of women as measured through the level 
of their attendance in various meetings, especially at the time of the participatory selection 
processes (the selotif) was described by an interviewee as very low. As a project that adopts 
a community-based total Sanitation approach, Sanimas IDB is also directed towards efforts 
to change collective behavior. In this context the role of women as agents in changing 
collective behavior has been well documented (Mukherjee & Shatifan, 2010; von Medeazza, 
Jain, Tiwari, Shukla, & Kumar, 2015). However, the case studies show that the women’s 
participation in practice is nothing more than attendance at meetings. Even if the women are 
given a significant role in the management of the KSMs, the role is always related to 
traditional roles of women, such as a secretary or treasurer. In this position the role they 
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played is no more than recording evidence of financial flows and administrative records. 
Furthermore, the women’s involvement in the project most of the time is not a voluntary 
participation or because they themselves want to be involved, but because it is directed and 
forced. A woman (C 3.1) in case study A (Sub-section 5.9.1) stated that her participation as 
one of the KSM’s member is without her consent. She never attended any previous 
meetings, however she was appointed to be the secretary and (later) as the treasurer of the 
KSM. It is crucial to note that the involvement of the women in this project is to simply include 
them in the project, however without giving them a substantial role nor power. This claim is 
supported by an interviewee (GO1), who stated: ‘[Because] she is a woman, they want to 
make her the head of KSM so that finances and the administration report could be well taken 
care of. But in reality, there are men controlling them in the background. The men’s motive 
is to control the IDR 425 million (AUD 4.25 billion)62’. This condition reflects what 
Kushandajani and Alfirdaus (2019) assertion that the inclusion of women in the community-
based development has been understood as the strengthening of women traditional role. In 
addition, Browne (2014, p. 7) stated that, 
[w]omen are more visible in decision-making processes but the quality of their 
participation remains low, and power remains within traditional structures. 
Women are instrumental for reaching the programme objectives, so they are 
included by programmers, but their participation has not addressed underlying 
empowerment issues. 
The second aspect, the recognition of participatory principles in determining the location of 
WWTPs was applied through indicators of opportunity to participate, presence and 
contribution. Participation in the context of sanitation development is ‘promoted as a tool for 
overcoming some of the major challenges to improved access to sanitation, such as low 
demand for sanitation infrastructure, poor hygiene habits, weak institutional structures and 
low capacity for operation and maintenance of built systems’ (McConville, Kain, Kvarnström, 
& Ulrich, 2014, p. 304).  
At the normative level, the opportunity to participate for women, the poor and vulnerable 
have been explicitly recognised. Their participation is not only guaranteed through the 
 
62 Within the Indonesian partriarchal view, the role of a secretary or treasurer is commonly assigned to women under 
the pretext that they are more capable, but most importantly, they are thought to be submissive and don’t ask questions 
(Kushandajani & Alfirdaus, 2019). Therefore, in this interviewee’’s statement, it is implied that the male actors took 
advantage of this situation. 
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determination of their minimum attendance at community meetings, but also the time to 
conduct a community meeting was also specified so as to reflect a suitable time for women. 
Differences in the economic ability of the local citizens to participate are also accommodated 
through direct participation in the construction of community sewerage in the form of an in-
kind contribution, in addition to financial resources. However, in the empirical level 
participation in the development of community sewerage in general were dominated by 
people with associations the local elite. This domination was evident in the structure of every 
institutions related to selection processes at community level. The Pokjasan, the kelurahan 
selotif committee, the LKM and the KSM structures were dominated by those who are also 
seats in the RT and/or RW structure or their families.  
Considered as the most important indicators of the selection indicators (figure 7.5), 
community participation is not merely judged by the number of individual contributions of 
citizens but also on how the member of the community helping among each other (e.g. 
cross-subsidy). A national-level interviewee gave an example that if in one community group 
there were residents who wanted to donate (subsidise) house connections to other people, 
then the group was considered to have a higher participation value (GO I.1). This spirit to 
contribute in a mutual goal is locally known as the gotong-royong (mutual assistance) and 
have been practiced in Indonesia as a communal obligation (J. R. Bowen, 1986; Slikkerveer, 
2019). 
Although the indicators have been explicitly accommodated and efforts to ensure their 
implementation have also been carried out (through a series of instructions and checklists), 
in practice this did not happen. The participatory selection mechanism is not applied in the 
empirical processes, rather the location was selected through appointment or authoritative 
instruction. Case study B (Sub-section 5.9.2) shows how in the application level, 
participation falls into the non-participation category of (Arnstein, 1969). The dominance of 
the elite's role and manipulative participation reflects the continuity of elite efforts to exploit 
the community for the success of government projects (J. R. Bowen, 1986). 
The determination of a minimum percentage of women in meetings (rembuk) is difficult to 
realise. One female interviewee stated that it was difficult for her to actively participate in 
various processes of IDB Sanimas activities:  
I also have a family…[it feels as if] I don't care about my family [by leaving them for 
meetings]…it is true that during discussion or meeting I can bring my child, it doesn't 
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matter, however my child becomes neglected, not taken care of…moreover I am the 
only woman in the meeting that stayed up until [midnight]. Other women [the TFL] came 
occasionally. (C 3.1) 
 
The informant indicated that in various meetings, she was the only woman in addition to a 
female TFL, but most of the time she was the only woman in the meeting. She also pointed 
to the difficulties she faced as a mother when involved in the project. Furthermore, she 
indicated that she would never be involved in the project in the future. Although the 
guidelines specified a suitable time for community meetings (i.e. 2pm to 6 pm) to better 
accommodate the women, in reality, this was not the case. Most of the government officials 
did not prefer to work or to have a meeting with the community outside their normal working 
hours (8am to 4pm). In addition, most of the TFLs also preferred to work within the same 
hour.  
By assessing the form and flow of information indicator, it can be concluded that although 
the government applied different forms of communication in the socialisation process (e.g. 
community consultation or rembuk warga, FGD), in the application processes there are no 
essential differences in the flow of information. Information flows from the officials to the 
community (Bateman & Engel, 2018; Engel & Susilo, 2014). The community only knew 
about Sanimas activities when the activity had already taken place (the construction of the 
WWTP).  
The application of the value of enablement to evaluate the Sanimas IDB project beneficiary 
selection processes incorporates the aspects of voice, active involvement, and creation of 
incentives and facilitating measures. The first aspect, voice, is operationalized through the 
self-identification of the state of sanitation, self-selection of the beneficiary, independent 
preparation of community work plans and the involvement of the community in the DED 
development. Normatively, it is expected that the community itself, through the selotif 
committee will identify the state of sanitation and select the proposed location in a 
participatory manner. However, those who occupy administrative positions at the city and 
kelurahan level dominated the selotif committee. The dominant role of those who can 
generally be categorised as the formal and informal leaders is shown in all case studies.  In 
kelurahan A, C and D, a national level actor has a dominant role in determining the number 
of projects and designated locations of the Sanimas IDB project. The actor collaborated with 
local actors to determine the location directly. In Kelurahan A, one of the key figures 
described how to determine location as: when he was asked by the national about the 
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location as "where are [the locations]?" He then replied as, "here, here, here, finally three 
we have three locations, I should have asked for four [locations]". 
The identification of prospective locations is very much dominated by community leaders, 
ranging from lurah to the RTs and RWs. Based on their knowledge of the area under their 
administrative authority, these elite figures determine and propose the prospective locations. 
Those locations will then be submitted as an official candidate, and that is when members 
of the community will be involved as members of the selotif committee. Other than the 
community members who became members of the selotif committee, participation of other 
community members was non-existent. Community member involvement is limited to casual 
conversations about what is being done by those involved in the selotif committee. In 
general, their voices and views were not articulated in the meetings, but rather in the daily 
conversations of the community. 
The community evaluation included an assessment of the ownership of sanitation facilities 
(latrines) and their pattern of usage (communal, shared or individual). The results of this 
evaluation became the basis on which to determine the chosen location. In the next stage, 
community members in the selected location form a KSM, develop a community work plan, 
and DED of the community’s sewerage system. The making of the community work plan 
and DED was dominated by the TFL. In kelurahan A, two interviewees (C 1.1 and C 1.4) 
stated that at the beginning of the project (the first disbursement of the project fund) they did 
not know how to complete a financial accountability report and did not know what supporting 
documents should be provided because everything was covered by the TFL. The community 
only needed to sign whatever the TFL gave to them.  
In the second aspect, which is community active involvement, the indicators that have been 
normatively determined are pro-poor and based on community empowerment. As with other 
indicators, the application of this indicator at the implementation level was virtually non-
existent. Difficulties in applying the pro-poor principle included: 1. Poor households did not 
own toilets that could be connected to the community sewerage network in the first place, 
which means that they were not going to be direct beneficiaries of the project/program. 2. 
The application of the value of monthly contributions as one of the assessment indicators 
(participation aspects) where the community who can contribute more is seen as better form 
of participation, contradicts the principle of pro-poor. In poor communities, the poorer that 
people are, the more unlikely it is that they are able to pay. The problem with applying the 
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principle of empowerment must also be seen from the context of the TFL. Most TFLs, 
according to the informants, did not understand what they were supposed to be doing; ‘they 
did not understand anything’ said one interviewee (C 3.2). In most of the case studies, the 
TFL’s concern were more on how to make the project work on track (in administrative 
senses), rather than to help the community to improve their understanding of the project and 
to better deliver the project.  
The ability and ‘loyalty’ of a TFL was a very crucial point. Ideally, the TFL is expected to 
have an undergraduate degree in the social sciences if involved in community empowerment 
processes, in economics for assisting the budgeting process, and in engineering for 
assisting in the physical development of the WWTP. However, the TFL is only contracted 
for seven months and paid a salary of IDR 4 million (USD$ 400). With the requirement of 
such an educational background but with an inadequate salary for a person living in Jakarta, 
a TFL is expected to help the empowerment process and foster community participation. 
The process of community empowerment is not an easy or a short process. It takes time 
and perseverance to serve the demands of the community. In one case study, two 
interviewees indicated that they needed a guidance from the TFL, but the TFL had very 
limited spare time, as they were generally only willing to work until 4 pm, stating ‘…the TFL 
finishes work at 4pm, and at the latest 9pm. We gave him refreshments [food] and asked 
him to stay, as we still have work to do..’ (C3.2). In addition ‘ [we provide him with] the facility 
[food and transport money] but he still insisted [on going home early] …we funded his 
transport, gave him a ride home… that’s how much we needed him’ (C3.1) 
The last aspect of enablement is the creation of incentives and facilitating measures. To 
apply this aspect, the Indonesian government provided aid valued at IDR 425 million (AUD 
$425,000), and will be managed directly by the community (which is a form of incentive) in 
addition to providing various instructions to ensure that the fund can be used ‘efficiently, 
effectively, transparently… and accountably (Directorate General of Human Settlements, 
2018, p. 148)’. The guidelines, however, are very difficult to follow, especially the ones 
related to financial reporting or the use of funds. There are many requests to change the 
format of the report, even though the content was the same, ‘…changing the format again, 
because of a difference in opinion between officials; as they think the report must be made 
a certain way’ (C3.2). The KSM member found it was difficult and time consuming for them 
to follow different administrative requirements. Ultimately, an interviewee expressed that 
they gave up in following and fixing the administrative format. He stated, ‘…I stopped 
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responding to him about it…[I said], he can fix it himself. I don’t care…as long as I have 
matched the money we used and the report. I don’t care what he does with the formatting’ 
(C3.1). 
The demand to make administrative reports has been overwhelming and to a certain extent, 
has led to fabrication of the report information. In every meeting or socialisation, the 
community is asked to hand in a report. In terms of the meeting attendance, an informant 
stated: ‘They demanded that we write a report after the project was finished— they told me 
to fabricate meetings that didn’t exist and make up an evidence to prove that those meetings 
did occur. I had no choice.’ (C 3.1) 
7.5. Political processes: existing structures and actors  
This section discusses the gap in the implementation of social justice values (Inclusion and 
Enablement) in the normative and the empirical level by looking into the political processes. 
A political processes analysis is directed towards analysing the existing social structure 
within which the involved actors developed relationships. The decision-making process in 
the selection of the project beneficiary in the DKI Jakarta context has led to domination and 
oppression. The process in this regard is seen as ‘a function of social relations and 
processes’ (Young, 1990, p. 16), where one’s position within the web of social structure 
towards another is critically analysed. The values of Inclusion and Enablement are the 
fundamental of democratic ideal. Furthermore, Young (1990, p. 26) stated that inclusion is 
a criterion for the legitimacy of outcomes, and  
‘being enabled…refers more directly, however, to the rules and practices that govern 
one's action, the way other people treat one in the context of specific social relations, 
and the broader structural possibilities produced by the confluence of a multitude of 
actions and practices.  
Hence, the evaluation of social justice must involve evaluating the social structures that 
enable or constrain the individuals in relevant situations (Young, 1990). 
The institutional analysis looked closely at the existing structures, institution, and decision-
making processes especially in relation to how political processes produce and reproduce 
(in)justice and how the context (the social, political and economic systems) influences the 
process (Birkland, 2014; Dikeç, 2009). In a more pragmatic sense, this means the analysis 
of the coherency of ‘policy fragments’, including rhetoric, written documents, institutional 
mechanisms for decision-making and service delivery, and the people experienced in their 
  177 
interactions with street-level bureaucrats (Shore & Wright, 2003). Furthermore, institutional 
analysis requires the elaboration of the formal political processes within government 
institutions and informal processes (the actual process at the implementation or community 
level).  
The analysis of the political processes in the Sanimas IDB project is focused on the 
structure, decision-making processes and actors. 
The structure of the low-income communities living in settlement units identified as 
kampungs or RTs or RWs in the Sanimas IDB guidelines was analysed. These communities 
were diverse and bound by a very strong and dominant leadership system. Historically, 
almost all kampungs in Jakarta were based on ethnicity (e.g. kampung Ambon, kampung 
Bali) or related to the main livelihoods of the inhabitants (e.g. kampung Kebon Kacang, 
kampung sawah). However, all were under the leadership of the head, who was given the 
rank of captain/kapiten or major in the Dutch colonial period (Suryana, 2006; Castles, 1967). 
The kampung structure with the leadership of the kapiten is an administration system that is 
not only simple, but also efficient, effective and easy to mobilise (Nas 2000). The domination 
of the leader in the later periods was also emphasised by other authors (e.g. Guinness, 
1986; Newberry, 2007; Sullivan, 1992). Specifically, Kurasawa (2009) showed the 
importance of the heads of RT or RW as the intermediaries between the government and 
the community. This position was increasingly important especially in regard to the 
implementation of projects or government programs (state-based projects or programs). The 
heads of RT and RW, as part of the government (e.g. in Jakarta, the heads are paid or given 
operational funds by the government), are at the lowest level of the political system and they 
are the implementers of various administrative actions required by the population (e.g. 
ranging from birth certificates, marriage ceremonies, and death certificates), and they are 
central to the day-to-day administration of the community.  
The next important positions in the context of the kampung, RT or RW are those categorised 
as community leaders. Community leaders are usually more financially secure, have 
undertaken higher education courses (e.g. lecturers, teachers and public servants) and have 
religious knowledge (ustadz or clerics or the Hajj). Most of the remaining population are 
ordinary community members, which can include the local people (or those who have lived 
there for a long time) and migrants. In the context of involvement in social issues or problems 
in the community, those who are considered as local person or those who have been a long-
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time member of the community usually have a higher involvement in community affairs than 
migrants (Kurasawa, 2009). 
The structure of the community within the kelurahan, as reflected by the case study, showed 
that there were three categories of institutions involved in the selection of Sanimas IDB 
beneficiaries: the formal government institutions; the formal community leadership board; 
and the ad-hoc institutions (Figure 7.5). Figure 7.5 shows as if there is a clear distinction of 
function and role of the institutions in the selection process. However, when the actors of 
each institutions identified, as presented in table 7.2, one could see that a number of the 
same actors occupied different institutions, implying its domination within the decision-
making process.  
The dominant actors are those associated with the RT and RW. In every case study, the 
present or former head of RT and other member of RT’s management occupied positions in 
the KSM and LKM/BKM. The RT and RW, in addition of being part of the government, they 
are also considered as part of the community (community leader) and serve as community 
representatives for any meeting with higher levels of government (Dietrich, 2014; Kurasawa, 
2009b). The central role of the community leader is represented by C 2.1 (refer Box 2). In 
this case study, C 2.1 plays a dominant role, not only as the implementer (contractor), but 
also as the user of the Sanimas IDB funds. He is a member of the LKM (which is the only 
official kelurahan level institution that can legally receive and manage financial assistance 
from the government – see chapter 5), and also the contractor for the construction of 
community sewerage facilities. In between those two functions he also serves as the KSM’s 
representative.  
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Figure 7. 5. Institutions involved in the selection process 
 
Local elites dominate implementation even at community meetings (rembuk). This elite 
dominance did not only occur at an empirical level, as shown by the case studies (Boxes 1 
and 2), but also at a normative level. The socialisation processes of the project and the 
selection of beneficiaries at the provincial, district, and kelurahan level only involved 
government officials and consultants. The inclusion of community members was not initiated 
Higher level of 
government 
LKM/BKM 
Kelurahan 
- Lurah 
- Staffs 
RT: 
- Head 
- Secretary 
- Treasury 
- Sectors 
RW: 
- Head 
- Secretary 
- Treasury 
- Sectors 
Pokjasan 
Selotif Team 
KSM 
Facilitator: 
TFL 
TAMKA 
Command line 
Coordinating line 
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until the selection of the location or KSM. That being said, looking at the composition of the 
participants (Figure 7.5) it is clear that actors who are associated with the government still 
dominate this process.  
Table 7. 4. Institutions and actors at local level selection process 
Institution Actors/membership Authority & Role 
Kelurahan • Lurah 
• Kelurahan staff 
The legal authority of the government 
at the lowest level  
• To authorise the KSM’s formation 
• To be facilitator and resources 
person of the project 
LKM/BKM • Community representative 
(head or former head of RT or 
RW) 
• Official community institutions to 
receipt the Sanimas IDB fund  
• In charge for the cash-flow of the 
Sanimas IDB project 
Pokjasan 
(Kelurahan 
sanitation 
working group) 
• Kelurahan’s staff,  
• Member of Posyandu63,  
• Member of PKK64 
• Civil society organisation  
• Prospective beneficiary 
community members 
To assess the prospective locations 
Tim Selotif • Lurah 
• Pokjasan 
• Community leader 
• Community representative 
Authority to determine the final 
beneficiary 
KSM • Community leader 
• Community member 
Implementing the construction of the 
community sewerage 
Field Facilitator: 
- TFL 
- TAMKA 
- Individual 
from CPMU 
• Central government 
representative 
To assist program implementation at 
the community level: 
• Intermediary between government 
and community 
• Community assistance (social, 
technical and finance) 
(Source: develop by author based on case studies) 
 
Various institutions at the local level that play a direct role in determining the selection 
process are dominated by certain actors in the community. Table 7.4 shows that the lurah 
and his/her staff, RT and RW administrators, and community leaders were all in the 
institutions. In all locations used as cases in this study, these actors revolved around the 
same people. In one case, members of LKM/BKM were also heads of the RT and community 
leaders. The member of the community itself plays a small and insignificant role. In addition, 
it is almost impossible to expect the community members to actively give their opinions and 
be involved in situations where almost all processes or meetings involved all these powerful 
 
63 center for pre- and postnatal health care and information for women and for children under five 
64 family welfare program 
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actors. In every community meeting (rembuk) the information about sanitation and Sanimas 
IDB flowed in one direction from the resource person (e.g. TFL, Lurah, orang Pemda) to the 
participants.  
It is also nearly impossible to expect community members to actively share their opinions 
and be involved in situations where the powerful actors are put together with the ordinary 
people (Fritzen, 2007). In Jakarta’s context, the administrative local leaders are very 
authoritative within the community. The members of the community are controlled by the 
elite (Kurasawa, 2009b). Kurasawa (2009) illustrated the role of the local leader (RT and 
RW) as ‘swaying between state and community'. The role of RT and RW within a 
government-based project such as Sanimas IDB is vital in order to ‘control people by 
keeping all citizens under close supervision…[and]…a means of effective monitoring and 
administering the population at the grassroots’. (Kurasawa, 2009b, pp. 58-59).  
Kurasawa (2009) elaborated that a population with low education and income is not likely to 
participate in community meetings. On the other hand, those who are educated, own their 
own houses and have lived in the location for a considerable amount of time are generally 
the ones most involved in the community meetings. He stated that there is a tendency for 
people involved in various meetings to be the same people (Kurasawa 2009). In addition, 
the average number of people attending community meetings is one fifth to one third of the 
total residents of an RT (Yoshihara, 1999, p.79). In the context of Sanimas IDB, the 
dominance of these local elites is reflected in the management of KSM and KPP. In all study 
locations, the positions of chair, deputy chair, secretary and treasurer are filled by those who 
hold positions in either a RT or RW, is a family member, or several civil servant/local 
governments. Fritzen (2007, p.1366) stated that ‘these elites developed a neighbourhood-
level political machines by giving out material rewards generated from community 
development projects such as infrastructure projects’.  
At the local level selection processes, there are three categories of actors and institutions 
involved. Although these actors can be divided into three categories, all of them essentially 
fall into the elite category and are a part of the government. The priority of these actors is 
the completion of the project. In other words, the establishment of the communal sewerage 
is their main objective. Who is involved in the construction and how many people in the 
community are eventually benefited (in the terms of the number of housing connections) 
from the project are not of the main concern. Furthermore, the application of the values of 
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Need, Inclusion and Enablement are not as important as the objectives of absorbing the 
project’s fund and the acceptance of financial and administrative reports. within their 
objectives in relation to the usage of funds and their reports of accountability (i.e. the 
completion of community sewerage construction). In two occasions of Sanimas IDB 
stakeholders’ meetings attended by the researcher, the discussions revolved around e.g. 
the completion states of the project in various locations, fund disbursements, administrative 
and financial reports, and land status of the WWTP. There was no discussion about 
community participation beyond the number of households’ connections and its respective 
monthly contribution. In the DKI Jakarta’s Sanimas IDB project, the aim of applying the 
values of Inclusion and Enablement can be considered as contradicting the implementation 
of the project itself. The delivery of the project’s is seen to be more important than the ideal 
of empowering the community. The emphasis on the project delivery and the neglect of the 
social justice values cannot be separated from the overall context of the Sanimas IDB project 
implementation, which are; 
1. Most of the supporting soft infrastructure (e.g. availability of user manuals, trained 
TFL personnel for the empowerment of the community) is not available until the 
second year of the project.  
2. The bureaucratic budgeting and accountability system absorb most of the time, 
energy and thoughts of the KSM member when making administrative reports. On 
the other hand, for the provincial and local implementer, the uncertainty of project 
delivery (e.g. late fund disbursement) makes the implementer focus on the project’s 
construction. 
3. A short implementation period where most of the time was spent to wait for the next 
fund disbursement. The uncertain/late fund disbursement, in turn, causes difficulty in 
the community involvement. 
4. A very short contract period for the field facilitator (TFL) e.g. the TFL was contracted 
for a shorter period than the implementation of the project itself. 
5.  The design of implementation (guidance) heavily focuses on the involvement of the 
local elites.  
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These conditions caused the actors involved to focus solely on the progress of the 
project. Most local actors considered their involvement in this project as a burden, as 
their involvement is often forced or involuntary. In the most extreme cases, two KSM 
members with the most responsibility even contracted serious diseases due to 
overworking and expressed how their responsibilities had considerably affected their 
well-being. They indicated that there were two opposing concerns in the project, namely 
the accountability of funds and community empowerment. However, as the 
accountability of funds can have legal implications (e.g. a possibility of imprisonment), 
KSM members mainly focused on the usage and accountability of the funds.  
Further analysis on the difficulty in the implementation of social justice values in the 
Sanimas IDB project is related to issues of power and interest of the actors who are 
involved. Table 7.5 as well as the explanation in the previous chapters have shown that 
(from the location selection processes to the construction of WWTP) the actors involved 
are dominated by elites who has administrative authority to the actors below them. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that those actors have simply done what the actors above 
them have commanded.  
7.6. Conclusion 
The development of kelurahan lists based on the degree of sanitation risk, as stated in the 
sanitation white book, has certainly been carried out in the context of assessment needs as 
is commonly understood in need assessment studies. It started with the identification of 
issues in an area or population group and priorities for action. In relation to the assessment 
of need, the Sanimas IDB selection processes and the distribution of its beneficiaries reflect 
a ‘dictatorship over needs’ (Feher et al., 1983), where the definition of Need is “removed 
from the very people who [are] experiencing the need, and placed in the hands professional 
need-definers” (Ife, 2016, p. 73). State domination through its different bureaucratic 
apparatus occurs in almost all aspects (processes) of community group selection in the 
Sanimas IDB project. The community group member in the selected case studies usually 
held a formal position at the local level (e.g. head, secretary, or treasurer of neighbourhood 
and/or citizenship association [RT or RW], or their family member). The community group 
(KSM) which was supposed to be the subject and the leading actors of the project were 
unable to do anything without the approval of other actors and stakeholders with formal 
authority. To develop a Community Sanitation Improvement Action Plan (CSIAP) or even 
the technical document of the community action plan, the KSM had to obtain guidance and 
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approval from the BKM, the Kelurahan Sanitation Working Group (which includes members 
of the lurah). In addition, the national level actors such as the field facilitator (Tenaga 
Fasilitator Lapangan/TFL) had all the necessary knowledge in the form of templates for any 
document needed for every stage of the project. The field facilitator, who was the extension 
of central government at the very local level, knew ‘the how to’ of developing the proper 
project proposals, budgeting, technical design and even the knowledge on how to involve 
the community in the development processes.  
 
The application of community-based development approaches including community-led 
development, in the context of sanitation is aimed at decentralising the planning, financing 
and the implementation of communal sanitation development and ensuring that the 
construction of sanitation infrastructure benefitted the community or those who needed it 
(Fritzen, 2007). Nevertheless various studies show that ‘the targeting is just done directly by 
local leaders without involving the entire community’ (Alatas et.al., 2019, p. 335) or is based 
on the discretion of local leaders (Arifianto et al. 2005). 
This study shows that in all cases there was evidence of elite domination and elite capture. 
Community members other than the local elite were not significantly involved. The design of 
the location or beneficiary selection system, with the institutional structure and arrangements 
and the selection procedures/process made it impossible for the community to be involved. 
The selotif committee institutional structure only allowed the engagement of local elites. The 
structure that consists of the lurah, the Pokjasan, community leaders, and community 
representatives resulted in ordinary citizens being represented only in the community 
category. The case study shows that the community representative category was also filled 
by those who fell into the category of community leaders (the religious leaders, the heads of 
RT or RW). None of the community were directly involved in the selotif committee let alone 
involved in the selection and determination of the location or beneficiaries). The resultant 
process incorporated information flows from the elite, acceptance by the elite and 
completion by the elite. 
The issue of elite capture is indeed important to consider, but the implementation of the 
Sanimas IDB Project will not work if there is no involvement of the local elites. In all the case 
studies, the development of the project is inseparable from the involvement of local elites. 
The design of activities to empower the community is not very convincing given the very 
limited implementation time, which prevented effective community participation. Time 
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limitations also influenced the TFLs, who were generally new graduates with limited 
experience in assisting the community, and limited incentives (salary and length of contract). 
These circumstances severely limited the level of community empowerment. 
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CHAPTER 8. CONCLUSION 
The importance of discussing the concept of social justice within planning studies can be 
first attributed to Harvey (1973). This concept was further developed by, among others, 
Fainstein (2009, 2017), Marcuse (2009, 2000), Friedmann (2000) and Young (1990). 
However, studies that systematically use the concept of social justice as a lens to analyse 
inequality in the provision of urban infrastructure are rarely conducted. Empirical studies, in 
particular, are still very much needed to build an argument about the relationship between 
social justice and planning. This thesis contributes to filling this gap.   
In this thesis, social justice was developed following the ideas of Young, Fainstein, Marcuse 
and Friedmann. In addition, various studies applying social justice values were also 
reviewed (Chapter 2). Young's (1990) explanation of social justice became the basis for 
analysing the distributive and institutional aspects of social justice in relation to the process 
of selecting and determining the beneficiaries of the Sanimas IDB project, the case study of 
this research. Distributive and institutional analyses are often considered as opposites. 
Although Young (1990) sees the distributive analysis as important, she highlights the 
application of institutional analysis in assessing the condition of justice. She considers the 
distributive analysis as being inadequate in explaining the emergence and persistence 
(reproduction) of domination and oppression. Hence, she deems the institutional analysis of 
social justice as the best avenue to explain the condition of unequal distribution of resources, 
focusing on the process of allocating resources rather than the final outcome. This thesis 
has followed this approach for the analysis of the provision of sewerage infrastructure in 
Jakarta, Indonesia. In this process, which Young (1990) defines as a political process, the 
structure, actors, context and power or power relations dictate the results (i.e. the distribution 
or end state of distribution).  
This research views distributive and institutional justice as dimensions of social justice. Both 
are part of the process of making and implementing planning policy. This approach, which 
examines both the results and the process of distribution in relation to social justice is known 
as the total fairness approach (Törnblom & Vermunt, 1999, 2012, 2016).  
As urban living has expanded, inequality has also become more prevalent in these urban 
areas —both in the Global North and the Global South, particularly the latter (Clark, 2004; 
McGranahan & Satterthwaite, 2014; Zhang, 2016). Urban inequality is prominent in the 
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provision of urban infrastructure, and yet again is predominant in the Global South 
(McFarlane, 2010; Shatkin, 2007). In some cases, it is linked to informality, as urban areas 
that develop informally (against or not in line with city spatial planning) often lack adequate 
urban infrastructure (i.e. water, electricity and waste management) compared to 'formal' 
urban areas. Such developments are associated with a model of urban development based 
on the principles of economic neoliberalism. Urban areas that are associated with the centre 
of economic development or are prepared to attract foreign investment are developed by or 
supported by the government with all the necessary infrastructure, whereas other areas of 
the city are left with inadequate provision of infrastructure. Several authors (Hudalah & 
Firman, 2012; Kim, Hong, & Ha, 2003; Li & Wan, 2015; Liu, Dai, & Derudder, 2017; Yenneti, 
Wei, & Chen, 2017) have showed the linkages between unequal distribution of infrastructure 
and services and spatial inequality. This uneven distribution of urban infrastructure is not 
only produced, but also reproduced as a consequence of urban policies in the Global South 
(Putri & Moulaert, 2017). 
Most academic efforts to explain the condition of inequality refer to the economic factors 
(Akita & Lukman, 1999; Castells-Quintana & Royuela, 2015; Royuela, Veneri, & Ramos, 
2014). In the Global South, inequality in the provision of basic urban infrastructure is caused 
by limited economic and human (expertise) resources as well as inadequate management 
in allocating limited resources. Limited efforts have been made to explain the emergence of 
symptoms of inequality within the discipline of planning. Some very prominent research by 
De Satge and Watson (2018), Watson (2009, 2012) and Yiftachel (2006) needs empirical 
support, especially in the form of case studies. This research has fillled this gap. 
Furthermore, it gives a different nuance to these efforts by applying a social justice 
approach. 
Departing from the research question ‘How does urban planning policy reflect the principles 
of social justice in relation to decision-making processes and the provision of sewerage 
infrastructure in Jakarta, Indonesia?’, this research focused on the policy implemented by 
the Indonesian Government (especially the DKI Jakarta Government) in providing sanitation 
facilities for its citizens, with the case of providing community sewerage through the Sanimas 
IDB project. 
The thesis analysed the distribution of sanitation infrastructure in Jakarta through the lens 
of social justice. Two dimensions of social justice were identified: 1. the distributive 
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dimension, defined as ‘the morally proper distribution of social benefits and burdens among 
society’s members’ (Young, 1990, p. 16), which was analysed through the indicator of Need; 
and 2. the institutional dimension, defined as institutional decision-making processes within 
which ‘benefit’ and ‘burden’ are allocated and analysed through the indicators if Inclusion 
and Enablement. The thesis analysed four locations where Sanimas IDB had been 
implemented in Jakarta, Indonesia.  
To analyse how the distribution of the limited resources (from the Sanimas IDB project) was 
conducted, this study used the value of Need as a basis for assessing the condition of 
distributive justice. The DKI Jakarta Government designated the state of sanitation as a 
basis for determining sanitation risks at the kelurahan level. Each kelurahan is classified 
according to four levels of sanitation risk based on the availability of sanitation infrastructure. 
The state of sanitation in each kelurahan is determined by several quantitative indicators 
about sanitation and the qualitative perception of local government elite who make decisions 
about selecting beneficiaries. The Sanimas IDB program was designed to benefit 
communities with the highest sanitation risk level as they have a higher need to improve 
their lack of sanitation infrastructure. However, this research found that there were 
communities who benefitted from the program even though they were not eligible for the 
project (i.e. they were not in need of the sanitation infrastructure). The question then is ‘Why 
did this happen?’  
The DKI Jakarta Government determined that the Sanimas IDB project should be available 
only to eligible kelurahans, ones that were identified as VHN (Very High Need). This 
condition means that only those kelurahans with VHN can compete for the Sanimas IDB 
project. Chapter 6 analysed whether the distribution of projects followed the principle of 
Need based on the final distribution of the sanitation projects. The results showed that prior 
to the selection of the beneficiaries, the DKI Jakarta Government changed the eligibility 
criteria to include not only the VHN category but also the HN (High Need) category. Further 
analysis also found that the project beneficiaries were not only from these two categories 
but also from the last two categories, the LN (Low Need) and the VLN (Very Low Need). 
Chapter 6 analysed why this change in the eligibility criteria occurred. The first explanation 
was that, according to the project implementers, it was difficult to find kelurahans or 
communities willing to be involved in Sanimas IDB. Although there were 65 kelurahans 
included in the VHN category, most of them were not willing to participate in the project.  
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The second explanation to understand the changing criteria and the inclusion of non-eligible 
(non-VHN) kelurahan as the beneficiaries of the project was through the analysing of the 
concept of Need. The interviews with stakeholders involved in the selection of beneficiaries 
showed that there were different interpretations of the meaning of ‘Need’ and therefore this 
led to including beneficiaries who would not have been selected.  
The need for community sewerage is a government-based (inferred) Need. This type of 
Need originated from the statistical data of an area or it was determined based on available 
household data, which included the socio-economic characteristics of households. This data 
could imply the Need for sanitation infrastructure, but whether it referred to community 
sewerage or an individual toilet could not be clearly determined based on the statistical data 
used by the government. This resulted in an ecological fallacy where Need at the aggregate 
level (kelurahan) was identified, however it did not necessarily mean that people at the lower 
level (the RT or KSM) had the same Need. In other words, the statistically defined Need, as 
well as, the government elite’s definition of Need did not necessarily reflect the Need of the 
people or community. Likewise, the individual or community identified Need did not 
necessarily reflect the Need for community sewerage, as explained in Chapter 6.  
Based on the findings and analysis of the end state of distribution using the value of Need, 
this research demonstrated that there is a gap between the stated eligibility criteria and the 
actual beneficiaries of the project. Questions then arise from reading the results of such 
distributive analysis: Why do these conditions occur 
In order to answer this question, Chapter 7 analysed the institutional dimension of social 
justice, through the analysis of the values of Inclusion and Enablement to select the 
beneficiaries of the Sanimas IDB project. The application of the values of Inclusion and 
Enablement is a common reason for community-based development including community-
led development. In the context of sanitation, community-led development aims are 
decentralising the planning, financing and implementation of communal sanitation 
development and ensuring that the construction of sanitation infrastructure benefits the 
community or those who needed it. This findings of this research show that the application 
of such values was not enacted by the decision-makers. The design of the location or 
beneficiary selection system, and the institutional structure and arrangements, as well as 
the selection procedures/process made it impossible for the community to be involved. Most 
importantly, the process of beneficiary selection was dominated and captured by local elites. 
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Although this thesis has touched upon such abuse of power by the elites, that issue 
ultimately relates to corruption within the system. Possible future studies could focus on this 
issue, as this research was not able to explore it thoroughly given the design of the research. 
The analysis of the selection of Sanimas IDB beneficiaries through the two dimensions of 
social justice shows that the project failed to address the allocation of resources based on 
the needs of the communities, or to empower communities through their inclusion in 
decision-making processes, since decisions were made by local elites (government staff, 
and and the local formal and informal community leaders). These findings indicate that 
inequality is reproduced with this type of project since there is no provision of material and 
non-material resources to communities and decisions about resource allocation continue to 
be made in a top-down approach.  
The following are some practical policy recommendations that can be drawn from this 
research. The first is in relation to the wastewater management institutions. The second is 
in relation to the importance of defining Need so that it better reflects the needs of the 
population, and the third one is in relation to community participation in the selection 
process. 
The wastewater management institution in Indonesia, although it has adopted a 
decentralised model, has problems with overlapping authority and an absence of an 
institution that is fully responsible for the development of the wastewater management 
infrastructure. Consultative institutions at the national, provincial and district level are in 
place, however these institutions do not have the authority to execute policies. Therefore 
the existence of an institution that has the authority for resource allocation, as well as 
executing the wastewater management (or the sanitation) program at every level ( from the 
national level to the district/city level), must be considered by the government if it wants to 
endorse development of the necessary facilities and infrastructure. 
Wastewater management through community involvement is the most likely strategy to be 
implemented in a short to medium term in Indonesian cities. But the method that has been 
used to identify the communities’ Need for community sewerage must be distinguished 
clearly from the need for individual wastewater management facilities (i.e. toilets and septic 
tanks). The identification of such communal needs must come from the community itself and 
not only be associated with a particular community sewerage project (such as Sanimas IDB). 
Since the strategy of developing communal-based wastewater management systems has 
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become one of the programs that will be conducted routinely through various funding 
mechanisms, there needs to be a process to identify the communities that are in need of 
such projects and this must be undertaken in the context of preparing a community database 
that can be used at any given time. 
Community participation in the beneficiary selection process tends to focus on the aspects 
of participation that are administrative in nature. The level of participation is interpreted from 
the percentage of representatives from various categories in the community that attend the 
meetings rather than the involvement in activities and decision-making processes. This 
normative-quantitative assessment of participation must be replaced by a qualitative 
assessment of participation. To do this, the design of the project must also be revised by 
supporting the community over the initial years of the implementation of the project. 
Consequently, the process of selecting and building the infrastructure itself can be done in 
the second or third year.  
This research contributes to the analysis of urban inequality and planning by examining 
sanitation infrastructure provision through a social justice lens, instead of an engineering or 
environmental perspective. The Sanimas IDB project in Jakarta enriches planning 
knowledge by giving specific contexts of community-based sanitation development. 
Furthermore, this thesis is novel as it evaluates the selection process of beneficiaries, which 
was overlooked by previous studies. The lessons learned through this analysis can also 
contribute to improving public policies in Indonesia.  
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